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CHAPTER I 
PROBLEM DEFINITION 
. Introduction 
The purpose of this study is to examine the political 
considerations that probably c~used the Oklahoma Legislature'·s 
Interim Conunittee on Revision and Codification .of School Laws 
to reconunend the kind of school code they did in 1970. In 
order to place the study in proper perspective, it will b~ 
necessary to remember that there is an increasing role being 
played by stat~ governments in education, but 11ttle attention 
has been devoted to the many political considerations involved. 
The states' responsibility for public school ~ducation 
is written into the very structure of their governments. In 
most state constitutions a clause requires the state~ usually 
through its legislature, to establish _and maintain a system of 
1 
public school education which shall be open and 'free to all. 
Each state determines its own way of discharging this respon-
sibility, and therefore constitutionai provisions vary greatly · 
among the states. They range from mere recognition to rather 
stringent requirements for the establishment and maintenance 
1 
Oklahoma, Constitution (1907), Article XIII, Section 1. 
1 
2 
2 
of a free public school system. An examination of history, 
federal and state statutes, court interpretations, and 
attorney general-opinions relating to common sch~ol education 
reveals· an e·scalation of state involvement _ in the educational 
decision-making process. 
One example.of this process was the Oklahoma Legislature's 
involvement.in educ.ational decision-making through their 
revision and .codification of common school laws in 1970. 
'l'hrough an examination of their activities, the growing 
polit·icalizatio.n of education will be documented. But prior 
to examining the politics of educational decision-making in 
Oklahoma, a brief review of research in the field of politics 
.; .. •. 
and education will be made~ 
. 3 
In the late 1950's Eliot presented the need for a 
beginning of rese,arch in the field of the politics of 
education. He pointed.out that.the school system.had not 
. . . 
· suddenly· becom,e politicized, b_ut that more people had become 
aware·of the political quality of-schools. Th.is was true in 
past because of publicity over state-local demands for 
financial assistance, the passage ·and administration of 
massive and growing federal aid programs, national efforts to 
eliminate racial imbalance, and increasingly bitter local 
cont~sts over issues inirolying school control. 
2 . . . . 
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1970) Title 70. 3 . 
. T. H. Eliot, '"Toward an Understanding of Public S.chool 
Politics,;' American Political Science .Review, LIII (1959), .· 
pp. 1032-1051. 
3 
4 
Kirst and Mosher examined the emergence of the "politics 
of education" as a field of inquiry. According to these 
authors, there .are 17 ,000 local districts and fifty states, 
and the government of education in each ·state. and local dis-
trict is somewhat unique. These. complex and differentiated 
entities make generalizations about the p6litics of education 
difficult. 
In an ·attempt to relate the term "political" to education, 
5 
Iannaccone c·ited several studies in governing American 
schools in which the definitions of other autho~'s were ex-
pressed. These included: Roald Campbell et al., which found 
"Educaticmal policy making at all governmental levels is 
immersed :tri politics •.. 
" 
The study by Roscoe Martin 
which suggested that, "politics may be a way at l,ooking at 
the public school system and its management.'' Ralph 
Kimbrough' s study.· led him to believe that '.'If the educational 
leader has· • • • ·. opinion~ about educational policies and 
takes actio11. politics is involved." Robert Mardenis 
studies led ;tiim to the conclusion that "it. is when the· leaders 
of the schools are most effectively in politics .that they 
·secure the largest share of resources for the.schools." .The 
M. W. Kirst and E. K. Mosher, "The Polittcs of Public 
Education," Review of Educational Research, XXXVIV (1969), 
pp. 623-639. 5 . 
Laurence Iannaccone, Politics in Education (New York,. 
··' 1967). 
6 
results of these studies helped substantiate Iannacone's 
definition of politics in relation to education as "that 
segment of social life ~nvolving the activities and rela-
tionships of individuals, groups, and associations resulting 
in, or intended to result in, decisions by any governmental 
. 7 
policy-making body.~· I?-nnaccone · t.hen concluded, by util-
izing cas.e study techniques, that historically education· and 
politics have been mixed; and by documentation he maintained 
there is a continued existence of politics in education and -
of educationists in politics at every level of government. 
To place each political and governmental institution in 
the full context of the environment in which it operates, a 
is 
: 
mod.el necessary· to provide a way to view the political 
8 
process. Easto.n' s system analysis .. is such a model, and can 
be employed to'examine one institution in the decision-
making process~· that of. state :legislatures. The uni verse in 
. . 
. : which state 1e·gislatures operate. consists of the following 
elements: their.physical, social, and.cultural environment; 
the people. who perceive this environment in such a way as to. 
give or withhold support and/or make demands of -their state 
government;-the channels through which demands and supports 
a~e communicated; the.· response and feedback of legislative 
decisions; and the boundaries of the system which restrict 
Ibid. 
7 
Ibid. 
8 
David Easton, A System Analysis of Politica:J.. Life (New 
York, 1965). · 
4 
the activities of state governments. 
Using such broad view of the political process enables 
one to place _each·political and governmental institution, 
particularly the legislature, within the context of its 
environment. 
This approach, an ecologicil view, provides a method 
which enables the researcher to visualize ~nd analyze contro-
versy in the political s~stem. The concept s~rves to empha-
size that major political activities in society are closely 
9 
interrelated .. The political system, according to Easton, 
provides in every.state an "authoritative allocation of 
values" which is the focus of environmental stresses that 
create inputs. T;he inputs take the form of demands and the 
5 
·demands are considered the pressures upon gove:i;,nment. These 
demands.are generally greater than.the resources, The result 
is controversy among-competitive forces. Since education 
must, like other.areas, compete for these resources, public· 
school issues and demands can and do be co.me controversial. As 
10 
Massialas' study. indicated, when the volume of demands are 
too heavy or too many, competi~lve demands enter the political 
system, and stresses or disturbances occur. In other words, 
converting the demands into public policy will create contro-
versies as to which demands'(education, hospitals, heal.th~ 
9 
Ibid. 
10 
Byron, G. Massialas, .Education and the Political System 
(Reading, Mass~, 1969). 
social welfare, highways) will be converted into policy. 
11 
Masters; in examining three midwestern states, noted 
that the political issues (primarily revenue) which public 
school policy generate became entangled with the many pro-
cesses and patterns or.conflict and resolution in the total 
12 
state polit~cal system. Bailey contended public school 
issues such as the size, location, cost, looks, and facil-
ities of buildings are frequently matters of high political 
6 
controversy. The size,·scope, and influence of state depart;.. 
ments of education are inevitably conditioned by political 
13· 
forces. Wildavsky, in his study of the budgetory process 
at the federal level, concluded budget-making as a policy 
. 
issue was central to the political process. In .Wildavsky's 
vie-, politic~ wae a process by_which the budget. was for-
14 
m~lated. Rozzell noted that legislative bodie~ do not 
op.erate · either in a vacuum or a sterile environment; there-
fore., every major legislative decision involves choice . 
between or ·am·ong alternatives, in other words-. controver.sy 
among competitive forces. 
· Any action taken.by the legislature that involves 
changes in the school laws generally activates groups that 
11 
. Nicholas Masters et al., State Politics and Public 
Schools (New York, 1964). · 
12 . 
Stepheri K. Bailey ~t al., Schoolmen and Politics 
(Syracuse, 1962). 13 . 
Aaron Wildavsky, The Po_litics of the Budgetary Process 
(Boston, 1964). 
1.4 
Forrest Rozzell, "To Lobby or Not to Lobby, 11 EDD 17979. 
7 
are capable of exerting- strong pressures for o;r in. opposition 
to the proposed changes. In this instance, the primary source 
of p6wer i~ basic policy ·can be viewed in twb contexts--the 
formal and the informal· process. The formal p·rocess empha-
sizes that the predominant pow~r irt debision-making is 
wielded bypers<?ns who hold official positions within the 
governmental macninery or in.organized interest groups. 
However, ·much goes. on_in addition to the activity readily 
observed in the formal process. In fact the preponderance of · 
research inftcat,es that the influence of the informal process 
in decisiori...;making is greater~ Examples of this research 
would include: 
18 
Miller. 
· 15 16 17 
Eldersveld, ~acridis, Miller, and 
An example o-f the formal process in decision-making was 19. . 
found in Bailey's examination of programs of general state 
15 
Samuel ,L Eldersveld, "Ame:r:J,.can Interest Groups: A 
Survey of Research and Some Implications for Theory arid Method," 
I.nterest Groups on Four Continents,· ed. Henry W. Ehrmann · (PittsbuJ:>gh, 1958). · ·· 
. 16 . _ . 
Roy C. Macridis, ''Interest' Groups in Compafa.tive 
Analysis," The. Journal of Politics, XXIII (Febl:'uary, 1961)., 
PP. 25-45. 
17 
Delbert c. Miller, "Democracy and Decision ... Making in 
the Community Power Structure," Power and Democracy in 
America, ed. William V •. D' Anto.nio and Howard ·J. EhJ:>li.ch (Notre Dame, Ind. , 1961). ·. · 
. .18 . 
Delbert c •. Miller, "Decision-Making Cliques in 
Community Power Structures: A Comparative Study of an 
American and an English. City," The Amerlcan Journal -of 
Sociology, LXIV (November, 1958), pp. 1208-1214. ·. · 19 . . 
Bailey. 
aid to public educa.tion in selected eastern states. He termed 
the decision makers in the formal process as depressants. 
. . . 
These depressants were tax-minded business groups, rural 
~opulations, and conse~vative politicians who acted as count~r-
vailing forces to the proposed aid programs._ Again the formal 
. 20 
process in decision-making ·was evident as ,Gross, in his study 
of Massachuset:ts school superintendents, asked what individuals. 
and groups do most to bloc·k public education. Superinte~dents 
responded with community officials, busi.nessmen, ta_xpayer 
groups, older residents, and religious groups. Another 
example of bOth the formc3:l.and informal processes in decision 
ma.king wa.s apparent when the relationship b~tween school board 
members defeats and superintendent turnove:t> w~s-traced by 
21 
Walden, and he noted t~e. cause. was ·reflecttve of a syndr·orrie · 
of voters discontent 'with school policies.· 
. Educators themselves use pressure group tactics in an 
attempt to support issues of public education. For example, 
.. 22 . . 
Zeigler concluded that the· size and significance of the 
teacher popµl~tion as a political force for influenriing 
. . . • 23 . 
educatiqnal policy was great. · Ro~zell . supported a similar. 
. . . . 
thes"is that educators are compelled to lobby -in order to 
·20 
Gross; Who Runs our Schools? (New Y.ork, 1958). 
21 
. . . . J. c .. : Walden, "School .. Board· ·Changes and Superintend-
ent Turnover," Administrators Notebook, XV (1967). 
22 . . . 
Harmon Zeigler, The Political World of the· High $.chool 
Teacher ( Center .for Advance · S:tudy .. of Educational Administra-. 
·tion, University of.Oregon,·1966). · 
23 
. Rozzell. 
influence legislators to their points of view. According 
24 
to Karns education is too important to be left to 
politicians; teachers must realize that to improve their 
own school system they must actively enter into politics. 
Politicization in education is further evidenced by an 
examination of certain.indicators related to education, such 
as ·population, enrollment, instructional staff, and finance. 
Enrollment in public schools is projected to be in excess of 25 . 
9 
fifty million by 1978, and this huge clientele will require· 
26 
a greater number of employed educators to service it. More-
over, the annual expenditure level necessary to support public 
27 
education is in excess of forty billion and the. projections 28 . 
for 1978-79 are in excess of fifty five billion. Examined . 
from another per;spective, the United States. ~~~Q:Cfiti;~·s ,a, :),itt¢e 
over seven percent: of ltt/i'GNP'''ror educa.t10n.'· i .· ··AS :i·fiesi~t ,. . 
... ·. . . . .. <··.··· ..... · .· ·. · .. ·· .·, · : . J' '"'.,:r· ~r·;; ··' 
indicatori:t reflect, edtt6at'1on• will: r.equ:i.fe · g:r.eatefi' pb,;ki~·tpa~. , 
,, '. ' ·· · .. ·· · ···.· .. , · ·· .. · /'· ·· .· ....... ./:;c,.,::'·.:'. -· ,l'<:t:Jxl~ .. ::;rfai·.,- · 
attention from, de.cd!:'sio~..::rriake·:rs .· There'· areot'h~,r .. i:tHii!'cat~/rs. 
, -· 1 •• t.·-·. . : ....... ·: .,- ... ·,. \ _}J~_'\. ---':·, ';···~-·-- - ..:. '. ,.:: tr·· .. ·.,; .. ,~>.~i- -~>"' 
/;:• -
·-..:::;i~ . 
24 
Edward A. ,~.arms'' "Politic~: A Yital Force in ,, 
Education," Educ:s.t:ia..nal. t.,~aders,rtip, XXVIII (October, ·19, 7.D'), 
pp • 3 8-39 • , .· ; :) 'f; I ' ' ' , .. . , 
25 
See Appendix A. 
26 
See Appendix B. 
27 
See Appendix B. 
28 
See Appendix B. 
29 
See A.ppertdi;x c. 
10 
which would tend to reflect increasing political attention 
toward conunon school educatlon. Legislatures no.w devote an 
increasing p~rcent bf state revenues to schools and seek 
education committee appointments second only to appropriation 
conunitteeships •. The number of education bills enacted have 
increased, and ·finally, state education codes have gro"wtl:in 
length and complexit·y .. 
The Oklahoma Legislature, like any·other legislature, is 
a complex institution. With a House compo~ed of 107 members 
and a Senate com.posed of 70 members; the legislature presents 
a differentiated structure of roles and subsystems for the 
performance of its many and diverse legislative tasks. In 
legislatures, in which Oklahoma is no exception, .and other 
decision-making_ bra.n·ches of government, functio.ns are per-· 
formed in three general categories:· (1) collection of 
resources.for common use, (2) allocation of th9se resources, 
and (3) regulcit_ion of. the activities of the citizenry. With 
respect to each one of these func~ions; state legislative 
conunittees play a significant role. Membe:r;-s of these 
conunittees must author-ize a progx-am, pass on appropriation~, 
and approve: changes in the l~ws affecting a program.· Therefore, 
iri the course of ·a bill, _the conunittee action plays.a signif-
icant role, and the·importance.of gaining an.understanding of 
committee.· a.ctlons and factors ~ssociated with the legislature 
enacting a·ma.jor"piece of legisla.tion·such as the proposed 
school code of i970, should be. self eviden:t. However, to. be 
specific·, this 'Study will atteII1pt· .-to answer the primary 
. .": 
11 
·question--what political considerations or forces probibly 
influenced the Oklahoma Legislature's ·Committees on Education 
. . 
as they prep~red the school codes of 1949 ~nd 1970? But to 
a11swer this question the assumption must again be made that 
there is.a relationship between. politics and education, and 
additional examination must be made of the following: 
1). The historical involvement of the Legislature in 
common school education. 
2) The enactment of the 1949 common school code. 
3) The committee system in the Oklahoma Legislature as 
a crucial area for _the performance of legislative 
~asks.· 
·4) The major educational deci~ions related to the 
r~comrnended common schoo·l code of 1970 made in the 
. . . . . 
· Interim Gornrn.ittee on Revision and Codification of 
School Laws of. the 1970 Oklahoma Legislature and 
the Education Committee of the Second Session, 
_Thirty-second Legislature. 
Scope and Limitations 
This study is primarily concerned wit.h some of the . 
political considerations or forces that.p:robably"influenced 
.· . . : ,, ' . . .,...... . 
the 0klahoma Legislature's Committe·es · on Education as they 
prepared the scl'loOl codes of 1949 and 1970. This study will 
be limited to a consideration.of the influences created by 
p·ressure groups, :political parties, governors, legislative 
leadershiip and rural · and urban. constituency influence, 
12 
although other forces were operating to influence the school 
codes, these· appear to be the most significant. In add it ion,. 
an examina.tion.will be -made of historical involvement of the 
Oklahoma L~g,islature in common school. education,. the enactment 
·or the 19 49 common school code, and the natur~, functions, and 
. . . 
decision-mak:tng process-of the Legis~a.ture Education Commit-
tee. 
Sources of Data 
An examination will be.made of written source documents, 
. ·30 
· such as the Governor's Annual Message· to the Legislature, · 
31 
Governor's Advisory Committee on Common Sch.ool Education, 
32 
Oklahoma Commission on Education, · · Oklahoma Legislat_ive 
. . . . 33. 
Council Journal and committee minutes, and Oklahoma House. 
. 3 4 . 
and SenateJournals. In.addition, various.memos and formal 
corresponde;nce from interested.groups and persons concerned 
• with educational 'policies such as the State. Department of 
30 
This message is given Ori the ftrst day of th~_Oklahoma 
Legislature: in Joint session arid outlines the Governor's 
yearly program for legfslative· consideration. 
· 31. . 
. . A survey report on all phas.es of Oklahoma public 
schools to the George Peabody College For Teachers in 1964. 
32 . 
The Commission was created by Senate Jo·int Resolution 
No. 12, 1969, to provide the LegislatlJ,re with ·the results of 
studies of all aspects of public educa.tion. 
33 . . . 
This Journal is a summa~y of all legislative recommen-
dations regarding .interim.committee activities. The recommen-
dations are then submitted to the Legislature for disposition. 
34 . . . .· . • . . ·, 
These Journals are a record.of the daily legislative 
activities of bo.th .the House and Senate during official 
Legislative s~ssion. 
13 
35 
Education, 
36 
county and city school superintendents, local 
.37 
boards bf education, religious and minority groups, and 
3'8 
the Oklahoma Education Association will be examined. 
Further information will be gained from direct observa-
tion and notes taken while the researcher served as a Research 
Associate for the Legislative Council during the 1969 through 
1971 sesiions of the O~lahoma Legis1atrire. · 
Organizatlon of the Study 
The Okl'ahoma Legislature has been functioning since 
statehood in 1909, and therefore it may be noted that there 
has been a vast amount of common school leg~~lation. This 
. . 
could offer an opportunity for many types of studies, but 
the organization of this study ha.s left many areas reserved 
· for other studies. 
Chapter II presents a histo~ical and chronolo~ical 
. . . 
examination of the·Oklahoma session laws relating.to common 
school education from 1909 to· 1949 ~ The examination will 
document . their ·involvement .. in common· schooi education and 
35 
The official state agency.for public school education. 
36 
Association of School' Administrators and Association 
of Classroom Teachers are the formal organizations created.to 
represent school.administrators and classroom teachers. 
37 
The Oklahoma State _School Board A.ssociation·is.the 
formal organization to represent local school boards. 
38 .· . -
The Oklahoma Education Association is the formal 
organization to represent those in the education 
occupation's (primarily teachers). 
14 
show how throughout the historical examination the issues of 
structure, policy and finance emerged. Those issues Will 
serve then as the political considerations in the examina-
tion of the common :school code. 
Chapter III attempts to show the legislative histories 
and major political forces operating on the Committees on 
Education ·as they enacted the common school codes of 1949 
and 1970. The major political forces that will be examined 
as they influenced each Education Committee_are the members' 
political party affiliations, leadership positions .in the 
Legislature, governors, rural and urban·constituency infiu-
ence, pressure gro.ups, ·professional educators, and election 
considerations. 
Chapter IV attempt·s to show how the· Oklahoma .Legislature's 
Committees on Education examined and acted upon a major piece 
of legislation this beirtg the common school code of 1970. 
The Conclusion presents. recommendations fo.r the uses of 
the information treated in the body of the study. 
CHAPTER II . 
. INVOLVEMENT OF THE OKLAHOMA LEGISLATURE IN COMMON 
SCHOOL EDUCATION: 1909 "".' 1949 
An adequate system of public schools is recognizable as 
the Constitution of the State of Oklahoma makes it mandatory 
that such schools.be provided. Section 5, Article 1, of the 
Constitution stipulates: · "Provision shall be made for a system 
of public schools,. which shall be open to ail the children of 
the State . . .", while Section 1, Article 13 of the Constitu-
tion reads as follows: "The Legislature shall establish and 
maintain a system of free public schools ·.wherein all the 
children of the ·state may be educat·ed." 
· Since statehood, legislative interest .and involveme·nt in· 
. . 
common school education w~s apparent, as with .each legtslative 
session the number of enacted bills incr,~ased~ From 1909 to 
1949 there were a total of 5,250 bills enacted by .tp.e Oklahoma 
. . . 
Legislature. Of .this total, there were 218 bills directly 
related to.common school ·education. It.was observed in an 
examination . of 1909 tq .1949 legislation that common s·chool 
law was found in various . chapter·s and articles of. the Oklahoma .·· 
. Statutes. 
The subjects O'f the legislation enacted va:ried,.although 
the establishment of a gerieral classification o·f .such 
, r:. 
16 
legislation was acce>mplished through a chronological examina-
tion of the session laws. From this examination, -the general 
·categories.of common school structure, policy and finance were 
_developed. Thes.e categories will be sub-categ_orized for 
closer examination. 
The history·or legislative activity in ·Oklahoma clearly 
demonstrates the legislature's interaest in common schools. In 
addition,.the examination provided some insight into possible 
thoughts on the philosophy of the common school idea in Okla-
homa· as expressed by the legislature. This was partially 
evident by the legislative .. efforts to provide compre:h~:nsive 
secondary schools, ·a stronger state role in the general con-
. . . 
trol and superv;tsion. of common schools, vocational and tech-. 
. . 
nical program:s, annexation, consolidation, transf.ers, trans-
po.rtation and equalization of educational opportunity by state 
financial support. Finally, the histo.rical examina.tton of 
common school legislation. will also· provide substantive issues 
that can be used in the examination of the common school codes· 
of 1949·ana·1970. 
Legislative Involvement inthe Structuring of 
Common S'chools: · 1909~1949 
'rhree distinct subcategories emerged in the chronological 
examination of the session laws regarding the structure of 
common "schools from 1909 to 1949; 1) laws regar.ding the,· 
. . 
policies a.nd procedures for school distr~_cts, 2) laws · creating 
State bo.ards ·and, commissions and 3) laws relati~g to separate 
schools for blacks and whites. 
School Districts 
In November of 1907, the entire domain of Oklahoma and 
Indian.Territories were united and admitted to the Union as 
one state. At that time an educational system had been 
developed and its endowment was one of the largest in the 
1 
nation. During territorial days from two to four sections 
of land had been set aside in each township for publi~ 
schools. · When the originally designated sect.ions were not 
17 
available, Congress, in the Organic Act of 1890, provided for 
other lands· of equal. size. Also reserved was five percent of 
the net proceeds frqm the sale of public lands within th_e 
state. Additionaily, at statehood·,.Oklahoma received over 
three million. acres from the federal government for the· 
school lanci fund, arid since .n.o public lands could be provided 
in Indian Territory.; :congress appropriated five million 
dollars for ·the use and benefit of Oklahoma's-common 
2 
schools. The <income from this appropriation and the school 
land sections of Western Oklahoma ma.de_ up the permanent 
school fund. 
With the-establishment of a solid endowment for.common 
.schools,.there·was also a neeq. for school laws to govern common 
1 
.. Don W. Perry, "His:tory. of Oklahoma's School Endowment,"· 
Chronicles of Oklahoma, XIII,.No •. 4 (December,1935), pp. 
381-390. 
. 2 
Ibid. 
18 
common schools in Oklahoma. Therefore, the First Territorial 
Legislature met in 1890 and adopted, with modification, the. 
school laws of Kansas for use in the Oklahoma Territory. At 
the time of statehood, a decision was made to adopt the 
school laws established by the Oklahoma ·Territorial Legisla-
ture. The State Supe.rintencient of Instruction and one elected· 
county superintendent for each of the seventy-six counties 
were charged with the responsibility of enforc:i.ng the 
. . . . . . . . 
Territorial. School laws throughout· the State •. · Since state-
.. , 
hood, much of the common school legisla.tipn has:beep. concerned 
with amending or repealing Territor.ial sch<;>ol laws. 
The.school·district is the basic unit of common.school 
structure. The Constitution of Oklahoma had set_ no require-
ment concer·ning the nature or size of school districts, but 
left thi~ responsibility to the Legialatu~e. The -Territorial 
Legislature of 1891 enacted a law which provided for the 
establishment and organization of the school districts in 3 . . 
Oklahoma. ·These districts were created for the purpose of 
local taxation, _administration.·. They were.classified as in-
dependent districts, ~onsolidated districts, union graded 
districts, joint districts, cornmori.school.districts,. and 
4 
county separate districts. The districts numbered 3, 441 
and were of·uniform size, nine square miles of area in_square 
3 
Guy H. Lambert, A History Outline: .Okiahoma State 
Department of Education, 1900 - 1965 (El Reno,· 19.67), p. 5. 
4 ·. · .. ·. 
Fifth Biennial Report of .State Superintendent of Public 
Inst~uction, 1914, p. 5. 
19 
form. Of this number, it was estimated about 185 offered some 5 . 
high school work. With the merging of the.Oklahoma Territory 
"open lands" and the Indian Territory "closed lands," 2,200 
new districts were established. Unlike the organized dis~ 
6 
tricts, these were larger and not uniform in size. Adminis-
tratively, the independent districts were served by a board 
of education composed of three or more members. Whereas, 
the remaining.districts were served by three officers, a 
.director, a clerk and a member. 
The powers and responsibilities of all school districts 
were essentially -the same; e;mployment of teachers, oversight 
of the school and its property, issuing of school district 
bonds, making· certain reports to the county superintendent; 
7 
and in some districts.to provide transportation. However, 
. . . . 
one ·exception was the_couhty separate schools, which were 
supported by a county tax levy, and the county clerk handled. 
teacher salaries and other sci:iool expense·s. Therefore in 
fact. maintenance and administration of the county separate 
· school was through county gove.rnment. rather than the _school 
district structure. 
In- an attempt to provide high schools, the legislature 
. devised thre·e plans; a township. high school county ' 
5 
Ibid. , p. 6. · 
6 
Oklahoma Public· Schools: A Sl.lrvey Report.· to. the Okla-
homa Governor's Advisor Commit tee o·n Common· School E'dU:cat ion . 
12..._. Tennessee, 19 , p. 29. 
7 
Ibid., Fourth Biennial Report, ,p .. 5 .. 
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school and consolidated districts, each of which operated in 
Oklahoma for a number of years. In 1891 the First Territorial 
Legislature authorized the township high school, which com-
8 
bined four school districts to operate a high school. 
The first county high school law was enacted in·l901, and 
provided that any county.with a population of 6,000 could vote 
to build, equip and -0perate a high school for the entire 
county. However, in 1909, Senate·. Bill. 4 repealed the Terri'... 
torial law that had authorized the ·establishment and main-
9 
tenance o·f a county high schooJ.,. with the provision that any 
county operating·a high school or having voted to establish 
at least. sixty days prior to the law would be allowed to 
. . 
operate a. county htgh s·chool. Between 1903 and 1933, · there 
were approximately seven· laws _dealing with county high 
schools. Of this total, only two ~~re enacted after state-
hood; .Senat-e Bill. 32 in 1919, which had provided for county 
. high schoo1s in all counties having a schola.stic population 
. 10 . 11 . 
of less than 2,000 persons, . and House Bill 527 of 1933; 
which abolished all ·county high scbools in coun~ies having a 
population of i¢ss. than 25,000 according to the u. s. census 
in 1930, and provided· for sale of unused school land·and 
Frank A. Balyeat, ''County High Scbools in Oklah_oma," 
Chronicles of Oklahoma,·,- XXXVII (195~), 196. · 
9 . 
'Oklahoma Session Laws, 1909:, Chapter-36, Article 3,. 
Section l arid 2. 
10 
Balyeat, XXXVII, 208. 
11 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933:, Ch~pterl39, p. 310. 
12 
buildings. 
21 
Consolidated districts was the third plan and enjoyed 
varied degrees of· success from 1905. to 1949. The "first. con-.· 
solidated .district law was passed in 1905 by the Territorial 
_Legislature, and it · permitted two or more districts to com-
bine when approved by a majority of the voters in the areas 13 .·. . 14 . 
affected. In 1915, House Bill 581 pro~ided for the 
dissolution of consolJdated school districts and the distrib~ 
~tion of the indebtedness of such districts ~hen dissolved. 
Various amendments to previous consolidated· school district 
laws regarding.formation and-dissolution of school districts 
• 15 
were enacted in 1917 through _the following: Senate Bills . 54 
. 16 . . 17 ; · . 18 
and 150; House Bill. 225 .of 1919; House Bill 394 of 1921; 
House Bill 
·21 
Bill 463 
. 19 20 . 
603. of 1937; and House Bill 54 of 1931 •. House 
. 
in .1923 provided for a specific consolidated school 
202 .. 
. , p. 334. 
257, p. 472. 
25-1, .. P· 460. 
186 , p. 260. 
117, p •. 145. 
10, p.174. 
22 
district in Okmulgee County . 
. Perhaps nothing illustrated the philosophy of the common 
school idea in _Oklahoma better than the legislative efforts 
· to provide comprehensive secondary schools and also continue 
to support their invo1:vement in common school education.. · This 
effort also further accentuates the mandate p;f' the Ok;lahcnna. 
Constitution, that a system· of public Schools to be· estatrlj:shed 
. . - .. 22 . ·'' :,,.. . 
and maintained by the Legi-slature. -. - -By. e;icamini11g· :~9nie·,':rig-Urea 
between' i908. and the erta·ct.Jnent···of the 1'9lt9 ·SC~ool,', ebie:/ .. i)l;., . 
' . . . . .. . . . ·.· > . . , .. ·.· ,; . . . : . ·;.:.:,:·:.y.:' .··.·-:.>!< .. ···.;_f::?~:::,;:)· 
trend for t:hat forty;..year p~·riod was evidertt ~ .. In· 190 8 ::'tbe;re 
. ., • • ; " . . ' .,. . . ' ·. . . • ,. - ·, ·,:: ! •• ·. '."<(':. 'l'i-:.: ~-
were appro~:lm.~tei;.:;?.~-6:5i5:·-·s:e_lio:b1- ··ci15:tr;~t~\~:~~-)qi', 0thjs-:::~¥k;~~. -~ .. i. 
185 offered some high JClu,:01' work~ .... tn,:1'9.4c8, th~;~::,we~e.'ii:iP;ox;..,' 
imateiy 2 ,664, ttchool ·ij~s:t,r:1·ct~, qf ~h:d/1} ~s~'.:···offe;e~:l, s.ome:: high. 
. . -~ . . . . . ' ' . . . . '. . •' ' ... • 
school work. Obv-iouslt, A:;he nu~ber of school·>di~tr;J,cts had 
decreased, but. the t>.umber of nign ~cho.o.ls :h:ad .;ncrease,d . 
appreciably. 
State Boards ~nd .. Commissions 
Within the. C~mstitut:1,on of Oklahoma the provislonli5 for 
common .school education are general aridproad, which has 
allowed gl;'eat: flexibility for the Legislature. As a result, 
• • • I • ' • • • • • 
the Legislature has extensively addr·essed the issues of· ;:Jtruc-
ture, management,.superv~sion, control, and financial support 
for common school education in Oklahoma,. But in 1911, they 
22 
· Oklahoma, Constitution Article 1, Se-ction 5 · and 
Article 13, Section -1. __ 
23 
delegated some of their own power to a State Board of Education 
23 
through Senate Bill 132. It gave the following major powers 
to the .State Board of Education: 
(a) To control and supervise the state university, six 
normal schools, college for women, school of mines 
and metallurgy, two preparatory schools, colored 
agricultural and normal university, schools for the 
blind and deaf, boys' training school, orphans' 
home, institution for feeble-minded, and institution 
for deaf, blind and colored orphans. 
(b) To act as a text book commission. 
(c) The general supervision of the public schools of the 
state. 
(d) To formulate and adopt courses of study for the 
common schools and county_norrnal institutions; and 
arrange courses of ·study, and adopt textbooks for 
use in the higher educational institutions of the 
state. 
(e) · To formuiate rules and regulations governing the 
issuance of all certificates to teach in the public 
schools of.this state. 
(f) To prepare questions for the examination of applicants 
for county and city_ certificates to teach in the 
public schools of the state. 
(g) To examine applicants for state certificates, to 
teach in the public schools of the state, and for 
conductors' and instructors' certificates. to teach 
in the county normal institutes. 
(h) To prepare examination questions for-graduates from 
the eighth grade of the public schools. 
(1) To classify the public high schools of the state and 
properly accredit them to the various higher educa-
tional institutions of the state. · 
(j) To formulate and adopt courses of study of state 
pupils' reading circles; and to select books to be 
used in said reading circles,·and to prepare ques-
tions for the issuance of reading circle certificates. 
23 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 47, p. 120. 
24 
(k) The State Board of Education shall make a biennial 
report to the governor and legi~lature; setting 
forth the work of the board and the conditions of 
the schools of the state. The board shall also 
prepare and submit to the governor thirty days 
before the convening of each regular session of 
the legislature a budget estimating the necessary 
appropriati.ons for each of the institutions under 
their management and control. 
This legislation authorized the State Board of Education to make 
policies and est!3,blish rules and regulations which would have 
:the full forc·e and effect of the law. It also .provided the 
State Board·of Education _with the general control and-super..:. 
vision of public education in Oklahoma, a function which was 
traditiona,lly .. lo~ai •. This. legisla.t;i.ve .enaqtment fu:rther illus-
... 
trated a part qf tl)e philof3o_phy. of the . cqmmon.,sch9ol idea in 
Oklahotna ~tlis bE?.ing legi~l:a~ive effo~t.~ to. _proviq.e a .stronger 
state role 1n the general control and_supervision or common 
schools. 
·As a·part of structuring coinmon school education, the 
Textbook Commission was created in 1909·to carry into.effect 
Article Thirteen, Section Six:, ot tbe·Constitution. The 
commission's;purpOse was to prepare for use in commor, schools 
of the state a uniform. system of textbooks., registers; records,. 
·, . . 
. and school apparatus, as well. as to define. the duty and respon-
. 24 
sibilities of. bidders and prescribe penalties for violations. 
Since the com:inission's creation, several laws were enacted. 
24 
. Oklahoma, .Revised Statutes (1909) Article IV, Section 
7982-8007, pp. 1612-1619. 
25 
regarding the organization and fundtions of the Textbook 
Commission. 
26 
Bill 197 
25 
These included Senate Bill 29, in 1919, House 
ih 1923-, and House Bill 
27 
121 in 1933. In 1939 
28 
Senate Bill ·37 provided· more detailed guidelines in the use 
of textbooks in the common schools. The 1941 Legislature 
29 
enacted Senate .Bill 16, which provided for 1) the contin-
uatio.n of the Textbook Commission, 2) a five-year adopted 
period for textbooks, 3) bonding for textbook contractors, 
4) exclusive textbook adoption lists, and 5) enforcement of 
the Textbook Commission policies. by the State Board of Educa-
. 30 
tion. In 1945, Senate Bill.40 · was enacted and provided for 
the continued policies previously enacted regarding the Text-
b_ook Commission. But the law further· provided ·for a Textbook. 
Committee for the purpose of examining the books submitted 
for adoption and making formal.recommendations to the Text~ 
book Commission. 
Perhaps the most significant law regarding textbooks was 
2.5 
Oklahoma 
26 
Ses_sion Laws, 1919, Chapter 12, p. 11. 
·Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 175, p. 292. 
·27 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, ·chapter 84 
. ' 
p. 147. 
28 
Oklahoma Session Laws., 1939, Chap:ter- 34, Article I, 
p. 169. 
29 .· 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 194-I, Chapter 28., pp. 416-418. 
30 
Oklahoma Sessfon Laws, 1945,, Chapter 28, p. 335·. 
26 
31 
passed in _194 8 through a constitutional amendment. The 
constitutional change directed the Legislatur.e to_ provide 
a system of free. ·textbooks for use by all children in the 
public schools of Oklahoma~ and also directed the Legisla-
ture to authorize the Governor to appoint a Textbo_ok Commit-
tee. The Textbook Committee was to . be composed of act·ive 
educators of the.state, and they were to prepare official 
multiple textbook.lists from which local districts could 
choose their books. The pro:cedure was .established through 
32 
House Bill 399 in 1947 which created tne·Free Textbook Sys-
tem of Oklahoma. 
Segregated Scho6ls 
Without going into a lengthy~istory of.segregation in the 
United Stat~sj Oklaho~a, like othe~ stat~sJ adhered t6 a 
position of separation betweep blacks .and white_s. The effect 
of this posit_ion on the structure of common· schools was evident, 
as both the Constitution and statutes provided ·for a complete 
plari of separation between the whites and blacks, with theoret-
ically impartical facilities for each. Government of.these 
. . . . 33 
separate schools was prescr:tbed by House Bili· 615 ·or 1917, 
31 
Article XIII,.Section (5 of the Oklahonia Constitution 
was ame.nded by a vote of the people directing the Oklahoma 
Legislature to provide· a system or·tree textboqks. 
32 
Oklahoma Sesslon Laws, 1947, Chapter ~8, p. 524. 
33 
Oklahoma Session Laws,·L917, Chapter 2~7, p.· 472. 
34 
while Senate Bill 71, passed in 1919, provided for the. 
method of taxation, duties.of the county superintendent, 
employment, and payment of teachers in separate schools. 
27 
The bills specifically stated that support of separate 
_schools was by a county levy instead of a levy on the taxable 
valuation of the district. This was accomplished by the 
county excise .board's annually levying a tax role on all tax-
able property in. their · county sufficient. to maintain the sep-
arate school. The effect of this method reli.eved the local 
district from the responsibi1it_y of maintaining the separate . 
school from the proceeds of the tax levied against· the assess-
ed valuation of.th~ district.and placed the responsibility 
with the- county. These bills. alsp stated t.hat the county 
superintendnet would e·mploy th~ teachers and ac~ as purchas-
Further, according to 
i':· . ."' . . 
ing agent for the separate SQhOol. 
. 35 
· House Bill 63 3 · of 1939, the management and control of prop-
erty used for·. separa.te_ schools was t~e responsibility .of the 
board of education of that district~ 
These legislative references are the only specific ones 
· regar_ding. separate schools, and their effect would remain .. until 
the 1954 CiVil, Rights. cases. 
Miscellaneous School Bills.· 
34 . ..·. 
Oklahoma 
35 
Oklahoma 
p-' 17:4. . 
Session Laws, 
~~ssion Laws, 
1919, 
1939, 
Chapter 28, p. 47. 
·Chapter. 34, A;r:-t:i,cle . 5, . 
28 
A number of miscellaneous bills wer~ enacted between 1909 
and 1949 regarding school structure. In 1919, Senate Bill 
36 
79 created a library commission and defined its powers and 
37 
duties. Also enacted in 1919 was Senate Bill 241 which. pro-
vided for the union of two or more adjacent independent school 
38 
districts. Enacted in 1927 was House Bill 397 which had 
defined the boundaries that created school district.number 
seventy-three in Bryan County; and also enacted was House Bill 
39 
157 which defined and created a·board of education and 
treasurer's· office for an independent school district contain-
ing two or more towns, two or more cities, or one or more towns 
and one or more cities. 
The 1936 Legislature enacted several bills relating to 
. . 42 
common school structure; House Bill 445 authorized the county 
superintendent td transfer territory located in a dependent 
school district to an adjacent independent school ·district. 
Very significant in 1936 was the creation of the Board of 
Vocational Education with powers and duties through House·Bill 
41 
285. 
The State Board of Education is hereby authorized 
and directed; (1) to administer the disbursements of 
all funds provided for the education and vocational 
rehabilitation of disabled persons; (2) to appoint 
and fix- the compensation of the personnel necessary 
. to administer this Act; (3) to provide for the 
education and/or vocational rehabilitation and 
placement in remunerative employment of persons 
eligible for the benefits of this Act; (4) to make 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary for 
the administration of this Act; and (5) to report 
biennially to the Governor of the State on the 
administration of this Act. 
29 
The creation of·the vocational-technical education board 
cintinued to.show a part of the philosophy of the common 
school idea in Oklahoma that the legislature's effort to pro-
vide a comprehensive school system which in part would mean 
vocational pr.ograms for Oklahoma children. 
The involvement of the Oklahoma Legislatu.re in the struc-
turing of common schools seemed apparent in this history. 
.. t . 
However, in this examination a part of the philosophy of 
. . 
common school- education was als.o. made evident by·· the creation 
of school districts with .high schools,.a stronger·role of the 
state in the general control and supervision of common schools 
. . . 
through a State Board of Education, . and now the creation of the 
Board of Vocat.ional Education. 
Legislative Involvement in Common 
School Policy: 1909 - 1949 
In the chronologic·a1 · examination of the· session laws, a 
.· . 
number of subcategories were revealed rela.ting to poltcy ·· 
issues in the common schoo·1s :. ·. l) ari.nex:a'tiqn arid cdnsolidation 
.. . 
2) transfers and trans,po~t;at.!On ,3} pa,tr'1~tis:m jind 41' internal, 
,. .. .' .' .• . . ·' . ·, . - -::! . ·. ·. ' 
'! ... 
; .. ' .,/ •' ~~ . 
first three of these subtopics further enhanced the phil-
osophy of the common school idea in Oklahoma of providing 
comprehensive .secondary schools. 
30 
Since statehood much .of the early legislation in this 
area was in· ·the form of amendments or .an expansion of the 
Oklahoma. Territorial Legislature's provisions for the support 
of a public school system. A good example is an amendment 
42 
to the territo.rial statutes of 1893 through House· Bill 372, 
which legalized elections in school .districts embracing cities. 
This amendment was the only law enacted effecting educational 
policy during the 1909 stat.e legislature. .. Dur.ing· the 1911. 
legislative sess.ion a number of bills were enacted relating 
.. . 43 
to common school policy. House Bill 108 provi<;'ied for a 
transfer law whereby school children could attend school in 
district·s other. than the district in Which they resided. This 
as accornp.lished 'through approval· of the county. superintendent 
and at the expense of the noine district, and the law enabled 
the child to attend a l)igh school that rnight:not otherwise 
be available. Perhaps closely_related to.this measure was 
. 44 
House Bill 462·. which provided for a system of· trans·portation 
in consolidate~ school districts. 
With the creation of the State Board· of Education, came 
i 
42 
Okl~homa,. Revised Statutes (1909) Chapter 102, Article.· 
v; Section 8010, p. 1620. 
43 
Oklahoma S~ssion Laws, 1911, Chapter 102, p. 218. · 44 . . 
Ok.lahoma Se·ssion Laws, 1911, Chapter 122., p .. 264. 
the biennial report to the governor and legislature. The 
report was to set forth the work of the Board ~nd the con-
ditions of the schools of the state. To partially assist 
31. 
in this responsibility, in 1911 the position of State Inspec-
45 
tor of Schools was created through Senate Bill 139. His 
responsibility was to annually examine and report all the 
functions and activities within the conunon school system to 
the State Superintendent. During the 1911 session two 
measures relating to internal operating policies and proced-
ures of school districts a_nd the power of the county super-
46 
intendent were enacted into law, House Bill 145 and Senate-
47 
Bill 85. The former directed the county superintendent 
to hire teachers for the separate schools, while the latter 
allowed the county superintendent to employ an assistant. 
In 1913, ·two measures were enacted into law which had 
an impact on conunon school policy, both originating in the 
. 48 
Senate. Senate Bill 164 amended a portion of the laws re-
lated again to the internal operating policies and prcicedures 
of school districts. Specifically, the bill allowed the 
county superintendnet to hire a clerk. The other measure was 
49 
Senate Bill 75~ which established sevent~en articles governing 
45 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapt_er 131, p. 288. 
46 
Oklahoma Session 
47 
Laws, 1911, Chapter 98, p. 210. 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 139, p. 319. 
48 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1913, 
49 
Chapter 237, p. 615. 
Oklahoma Session Laws,. 1913, Chapter 219; p. 487. 
32 
cormnon schools in Oklahoma. 
A number of educational policy bills were enacted during 
the 1915 session, of which the majority related to internal 
policies and procedures of school districts. Senate Bill 
50 
373 provided for the establishment of an annual school 
meeting, reporting of school fund disbursement, and regulation 
51 
of school elections; and House Bi~l 414 provided boards of 
I 
education in cities of the first class the authority to pre-
pare and submit budgets and the mechanisms for voting excess 
levies. The following measures related to the states continued 
role in the general supervision and control of schools. The 
position of State Inspector of Schools, created in 1911, was 
52 
eliminated by Senate Bill 26; the issuing of and regulation 
53 
of teachers certificates were enacted by Senate Bills 364 and 
54 
413; temperance instruction was made permissable through House 
55 
Bill 160, and amendments in employment practices of school 
56 
personnel was enacted by House Bill 537. 
Four cormnon school policy measures were enacted by the 
1917 legislature, of which three originated with the House of 
50 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 278, p. 644. 
51 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 192, p. 390. 
52 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 14, p. 11. 
53 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 114, p. 202. 
54 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 9, p. 10. 
55 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 10, p .. 8. 
56 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 71, p. 115. 
33 
Representatives. Two were continued amendments in laws reg-
~lating the transfer of children and certification of teachers. 
57 
Both were adopted through House Bill 296, and House Bill 
58 
420, while the third provided school districts with policies 
59 
regarding playgrounds according to House Bill 413. Again an 
expression of internal policies and procedures for school 
60 
districts was found in Senate Bill 48, which directed boards 
of education in independent districts to make annual financial 
and statistical reports to the State Superintendent, and pro~ 
vided penalties for failure to comply. 
The 1919 Legislature provided laws which set out numerous 
common school policies; compulsory education came through Senate 
61 
Bill ·182, the teaching of the English language exclusively 
62 
was tequired bi,House Bill 80, election procedures in cases 
of vacancies on school boards were spelled out in Senate Bill 
63 . 64 
322, and as a result of Senate Bill 266, a teacher's 
annuities and benefit. system was established. Senate Bill 
57 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 242, p. 453. 
58 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 242, .p. 449. 
59 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 242 · · p. 449. 
60 
. , 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter. 259, p. 474. 
61 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 62, p. 98. 
62 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 1·41, p. 201. 
63 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 79, p. 122. 
64 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 97, p. · 151. 
34 
65 
22 required the publishing of a textbook on agriculture and 
related fields. This bill had shown a continued legislative 
effort to provide a comprehensive school program, especially 
since agriculture.was the primary vocation in Oklahoma. 
Finally, the continuing issue of transfering children from one 
66 
district td another was re-examined in Senate Bill 33. 
Many of the common school policy issues in the 1921 
Legislature grew out of the national mood, which was caught up 
with a world war. An oath of allegiance by teachers was re-
67 
quired by House Bill 389 and applied to all common school 
teachers. Failure to comply meant revocation of a teacher's 
68 
certificate. Similar in purpose was House Bill 383, which 
made compulsory the teaching of respect and reverence for the 
flag and for proper display of the American flag in every 
69 
school room. Also enacted was House Bill 384, Which made 
compulsory the teaching of American hist,ory ang civic govern-
ment in all grades and high schools in the State. The balance 
of the 1921 Legislation involved policies and procedures of 
70. 
school districts. Through House Bill 180, the annual school 
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meeting, reporting of school fund disbursement and regulation 
of the school election law of 1915 was amended. Also amended 
were the provisions for vacancies on a board of education in 
cities having a population of more than 80,000~ through House 
71 72 
Bill 226.· House Bill 50 designated the County Treasurer 
as the custodian of school district funds ahd, finally, House 
73 
Bill 467 defined school furniture to mean and embrace 
vehicles in which pupils are transported. 
In the 1923 Legislature a school district policy and pro-
74 
cedure measure was enacted by Senate Bill 6, which was an 
act validating board of education contracts in cities of the 
first class. A continued pa1;;riotic attitude was.· evident in 
75 
House Bill 72; which·reaffirmed the 1921 law requiring 
teachers to take the oath of allegiance •. 
76 
The 1925 Legislature enacted House Bill-67 which elabor-
ated on the duties and responsibilities of co1.1l'.).ty superintend-
.-. . 
ents, boards of education·, and school district personnel. 
The measure was the only law enacted which related to school 
district policy and procedure. Another measure continued to 
emphasize the patriot·ic expression of the 1921 Legis1atµre. 
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77 
This was House Bill 293, which required the teachi~g of the 
Constitution in all schools. 
The 1927 and 1929 Legislatures enacted four common 
school polic·y bills into· law. School district policies and 
procedures accounted for three of the measures and all related 
78 
to treasurers for school districts. House Bill 326 provided 
for the city of Tulsa board of education to appoint a treasurer 
79 . 
for the district. · House Bill 299 · enabled the Coal County 
Treasurer to act as the school district treasurer.· Senate Bill 
Bo· 
10 required school district treasurers ~o be bonded. Also 
81 
enacted was. Senate Bill 33 that repealed county and city cer-
tificate laws and provided the State.Board of Education with 
sole responsibility of teacher certification .. The bfll repre-
sented a .continued example of a st.ronger role· of the state in 
the general control ar1d sup~rvision of ·_schools. 
The four common school policy bills ·enacted in 1931 were. 
independent of each other, but.related in internal school dis-
82 
trict Policy and procedure~ Senate Bill 67 · related to election 
and organization of boards of education in independent.· districts. 
... 
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83 
Senate Bill 101 prohibited school officials from accepting 
. gifts for favorable or unfavorable action on any given school 
issue. School boundary changes could be appealed in county 
. 84 
court according to Hduse Bill 98i and amendments to employ~ 
85 
ment and discharging teachers was enacted by House Bill 19. 
Certain statutory references in 1931 regarding transportation 
affected common school policy and appeared to address specific 
issues relating to different types of scho61 district oper-
ation and procedure: 
Section 10465, o.s. 1931, provides that school 
district boards in consolidated districts are 
. charged with the responsibility of furnishing suit-
able vehicles driven by competent persons 9f good 
moral character for the purpose of transporting 
school children. This statute further provides· 
that the district board of an independent school 
district having the area, population, and assessed 
valuation equal to that required·of consolidated 
districts as.provided by law, shall have the 
authority to provide transportation for pupils. 
,. . . . 
Secti<:m 6940, o.s. 1931, provides that transpor-. 
tation may be furnished in any union grades school 
district to convey pupils to.and from the centr~l 
building, provided ~:meeting of the legal voters of 
the district is called to vote on this measure_, and · 
sixty per cent .(60%) of the voters present at such 
meeting vote in favor of such measure.86·, · 
The majority of common s·chool policy legis:J..ation in 1933 
was introduced by the House·of Representatives, although one 
bill was introduced·in. the Senate. These bills varied in the 
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nature of their content but the major issues addressed were 
in the area of transfer, annexation and transportation and 
a continued interest in expanding local high schools. Affect-
87 
ing these issu·es was Senate Bl.11 57, which established the 
pro rata of cost in the transfer of children from one district 
88 
to another and the House bills initiated were House Bill 194, 
providing for-the disorganization of independent school 
districts for the purpose of annexing the territory disorganized 
to an adjacent independnent school district, and the establish-
ment of the ~echanics for such a procedure *1th change in cer-
tain administrative procedures relative to annexation and House 
89 
Bill 318, providing for amendments in the transfer and trans-
portation of chidlren in separate schools. 
90 
House Bill 29 
established the Transportation Division of the State Depart-
Irient of Education. One reason for the Transportation Division's 
creat:i.on was that buses from different districts were operating 
along the same routes in servicing transferred. students. As. a 
result, intense rivalries developed between various districts 
concerning their transportation routes. One other measure 
9i 
enacted in 1933 was House Bill 111. lt_had.an impact on 
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school district policies and procedures as it amended laws 
relating to bonding of school district tr.easure:rs. 
39 
The 1936 Legislature was very active·in setting common 
school policy as they enacted ten bills, eight House and three 
92 93 
Senate bills. Two House bills, 445 and 203, dealt with 
school district territory. The former authorized the county 
superintendent to transfer territory located in a dependent 
district to an adjacent independent school district under cer-
tain conditions, while the latter related to attaching adjacent 
territory, boundary changes and bonded indebtedness. House 
94 95 
Bills 364 ~nd 319 related to school boards. House Bill 
96 
364 declared certain individuals ineligible to serve on the 
· 97 
school board of any district and House Bill 319 defined the 
powers of school boards. The continued :tssue of school trans-
fers occ'l,ir.red when computation of the amount of transfer fees 
that may be ,included in the estimates.of need in school 
98 
districts was provided for in House Bill 420. Another bill 
99 
of general comm.on school policy was House Bill 225 which 
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authorized a program of emplo:yme.nt and vocati.onal training for 
children of needy families. Thr'ee distinct Senate bills were 
enacted, again all of which related to school district policy 
100 . 
and procedure.·· Senate Bill 139 established the legal pro-
cedure for employment and dischargement of teachers. Senate 
101 
Bill 246 amended the meetings of school boards and provided 
the mechanism for filling vacancies on school boards. Senate 
102 
Bill 178 allowed school districts to employ physicians, 
dentists, and nurses to promote and maintain good health among 
children attending public school. 
Enacted into law in 1939 were a number of bills relating to 
common school policy. Both the Senate and House addressed the 
continued.issues relating to school district policy and pro-
cedure, transportation, and transfers. Specifically, through 
. . 103 
Senate Bill. number 76, a mechanism was established to enable 
· adults betwe_en the ages of twenty-one and twenty:-five to com-
plete common school at no cost. The program was Qnly avail-
able to those who because of physical disability were unable to 
Also enacted were a complete s·chool while of legal school a.ge. 
104 
number. of House bills. House Bill 235 permitted local schools 
to participate _in adult educat:i.on. 
105 
_House Bill 557 provided 
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for the appointment of a rural school supervisor in each 
county having a population of not less than seventy-.five 
thousand ·and not more than one hundred thousand. House Bill 
106 
85 provided a vehicle for appeals of county superintendent 
107 
orders. House Bill 648 permitted transfer of pupils by 
petition of patrons. In addition to these House bills, 
there were three House bills relating to transportation, House 
108 109 110 111 
Bills 174, 623, and 292. House Bill 174 
authorized the use of buses on outside activities according 
to the following condition~: 
Section 1. The school board or the board of 
education of any school district having the 
authority to. furnish transportation to pupils 
may authorize the school buses of the district to. 
be used to transport pupils attending the schools 
of the district· to and fr.om school activities held 
within or without the district and in which such 
pupils participate. 
112 
While House Bill 623 provided that in all cases where trans-
portation has been p~ovided for children attending pu~lic 
schools, the same will be provided for children attending 
private or parochial schools. One of the most significant 
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bills relating to transportation was House Bill 292, which 
. 113. 
provided the following: 
1 .. The authorization of transpoTtation services for 
a. School districts maintaining "not less than 
two accredited high school grades." 
b. Transferred pupils. 
c. A dependent school district that has "dis-
pensed with its school and transferred its 
pupils to another district or districts." 
d. Pupils who live less than one (1) mile from 
the school building, provided such service 
"will not overcrowd the vehicle or incur 
additional expense on the part of the 
district." 
2. The purchase or contract ot transportation equip-
ment. 
3. The prescribing and. promulgating by the Depart-
ment of Public Safety and the State Board of 
Education of rules and regulations establishing 
minimum standards of construction and equipment 
of vehicles. 
4. The inspection of transportation equipment. 
5. The licensing of drivers by the Department of 
Public Safety. 
6 •. The requiring of the stopping of school buses be~ 
fore crossing a railway track or crossing or 
entering a state or Federal highway, and providing 
a penalty for such violations. 
42 
7. The requiring of all vehicles to stop before pass-
ing.· a· school bus. "which has stopped for the purpose 
of permitting a child or children to enter said 
vehicle or to alight ~herefrom." 
8. The purchase of liability insurance. 
9. The authorizing of the State Board of Education to 
"fix the boundaries of the area in which each 
school districtshall provide transportation." 
10. "The provisions of the.Act shall apply to the 
separate schools of the State." 
From st~tehood to the passage of this bill in 1939, very little 
consideration was given to public school transportation by the 
Legislatu.re. However, some specific references were made in 
113 
Nineteenth Biennial Report of State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, 1940, p. 58. 
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115 114 
1919 by Senate Bill 313, House Bill 29, · 1933, and House 
116. 117 
Bills 298 . ''and 275 of 1935. But House Bill 29.2 takes on 
additional significance as it is the first time the Legisla-
ture compreh~nsively examined a portion of contmonschool laws 
on transportation. This was further evidenced by the fact 
118 
that the bill was referred to as the Transportation Code. 
Legislation relating to common school policy during the 
· 1941 session was limited. Only four bills were enacted. Two 
related to internal schooi district policy and procedure. 
119 
House Bill 329 established qualification·for voting at 
120 
school district elections, while House Bill 23 provided for 
election procedures and terms of office for the county superin-
121 
tendent. House Bill 305. provided for the enumeration of· 
children of school age in certain instances. _Co:nt;tnued_amend-
:122 
ments to the transfer law were made by House Bill 268·~ 
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123 
Senate Bill 81 related to the formation and alteration of 
124 
school districts and Senate Bill 313 provided for annexation 
of a common school district to a union graded, con·solidated, 
or independent district under certain circumstances. Finally, 
. 125 
House Bi:+1 155 amended the transportation bill of 1939 in 
the area of authorizing, regulating, and limiting such trans-
portation. 
Common school policy in 1943 was primarily involved with 
teaching personnel and miscellaneous matters. House Bill 
126 
413 had prescribed the number.of teachers for a school 
approved and isolated for twelve grades under the state aid 
127 
law, and House Bill 359 allowed school districts to employ 
emergency supply teache.rs. In the Senate, two patriotic 
measures reflecting the tenor of the time were enacted. 
128 
Through Senate Bill 70, the public school system provided 
extra school services to alleviate child care problems 
for parents who were assisting manpower needs during war-
129 
time and also enacted was Senate Bill 168 which 
authorized school districts to contract with departments or 
agencies of the Federal government to sponsor hot lunch 
programs designated for the promotion of the war effort. 
There were five bills enacted into law regarding 
common school policy in 1945, four originating in the 
House and one in the Senate. The majority of these 
related to school district policy and procedure measures. 
130 
House Bill 151 authorized school districts to provide 
common school education for the physically handicapped 
children, and established a mechanism for the administra-
tion of the program, including transfers, and funding, as 
well as teaching requirements. Employment of part-time 
teachers in special subjects and teacher contracts were 
131 132 
spelled out in House Bill 316. Senate Bill 92 
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related to annual scholastic census in school dist~icts 
133 
and outlined the renumeration costs. House Bi:'.).l 244 
provided for the retirement of teachers and other 
personnel. The question of transportation was agairi 
134 
addressed by House Bill 503 in which school districts 
46 
were authorized to furnish transportation and to vote bonds 
for purchase of transportation equipment. 
Legislative Involvement in Common 
School Finance: 1909 - 1949 
One of the greatest concerns in the history of the 
public schools in Okiahom~ was the question of finance. 
Since statehood,.many of the State Department of Education 
biennial reports to the Legislature had referred to this 
question.of financing public schools. For example, in the 
Sixth Biennial report the State Superintendent stated "It 
was reasonably expected that the Legislature would continue 
the policy of extending financial assistance to districts 
. 135· 
," while the State Superintendent in the Tenth 
. " 
. . 
Biennial report noted !'the most important subject relative 
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136 
to the public schools is a fiscal one." The State Super:-
int endent, .in his Eleventh Biennial Report, recommended "that 
the Legislature enact . w • a plan 6f state aid to guar~ 
137 
antee more equality of educational opportunity~-" 
In 1938, the State Superintendnet in his biennial re-
port to the Legislature made sixteen major recommendations 
138 · 
relating to financing common schools, and each of these 
recommendations varied in nature. But in essence, all 
clearly pointed out that financial support for the common 
schools was a principal problem confronting the Legislature. 
Prior to examining the Legislature's involvement ·in common 
school finance, a brief explanation of the sources from 
which school finance originated and developed is necessary. 
Through the Organic Act of 1890, the Federal Government 
granted sections ·sixteen and thirty-six in each Township in 
Oklahoma Territory. This land constituted 1,415,000 acres 
and was set aside -for the benefit of common schools. Since 
the Indian Territory was all Federal land in a sense and no 
funds were available for a public school syst·em, a five 
million_ dollar appropriat~on was made by Congress in lieu 
-of the common pr~ctice of allocating sections sixteen and 
· . . · 136 --· .... · 
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thirty-six of each township. This original school land endow-
ment and the five million dollar apportionment constituted the 
basis for Oklahoma's permanent school fund. 
In addition to this original endowment, the State was 
divided into school districts and equal size, except in the 
old Indian Territory. The people of these districts were 
given the legal right to levy taxes against the assessed 
valuation of all prop~rty within the district, not to exceed 
15 mills to support the~r schools. However, this system of 
financing public schools in Oklahoma would not always be 
sufficient. Many of the financial ills of the schools that 
developed were traceable to the inequalities of local wealth 
among the school districts of the state. These inequalities 
were reflected in the shifting in the patterns of wealth due 
to social and economic development of the state, decline in 
the total assessed valuation of real estate and personal 
property, length of school terms and the quality of school 
programs. Until the late 1920's, the legislation enacted 
affecting school finance was piecemeal and reflected no 
discernable pattern. But it is significant to note, the 
majority of the Legislature's effort in financing common 
schools seem~d to be ·attempts to equ~li~e education oppor-
tunity. 
139 
In 1908, House Bill 65 was enacted into law and pro-
vided for bonding school districts. The bonds were used to 
139 
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1909) Chapter 102 Article 
VI Section 8066~72 pp. 1631~1634. 
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purchase land and erect school buildings. Tax levies were 
provided in the bill to pay the interest on the indebtedness. 
A sinking fund was established for the payment of the prin-
cipal. The same year~ the Legislature enacted House e111 
140 
527 w~ich legalized a bond issue for a school district in 
Major County, Oklahoma. 
The 1911 Legislature enacted only two common school 
141 142 
finance bills, Senate Bill 62 and House Bill 95. The 
former measure provided for the sale of certain public lands 
for school building sites. The latter provided for the set~ 
ting aside and creating of a fund to be known as the 
consolidated.school district fund. The fund ~as developed 
from the sale and lease of land located in Greer County and 
was to be used to finance the. const·ruct1on of union graded .and 
consolidat~d school district buildings • 
. Expanding on the two previous legislative sessions, the 
. . 143 
1913 Legislature enacted House Bill 149 iri jhich the public 
.. . 
building funds were diverted in this consolidated school fund .. · 
. . 144. . . ' 
Also enacted in.1913.was Hotis~ Bill 44 which appropriated 
from the union graded consolidated fund an amount.to be 
apportioned by·. scholastic population to different counties 
-~- 140 
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through the State Board of Educaticin. Some 61 s6hool 
districts outside cities of the first class applied for and 
received aid from this measure. Somewhat germane to common 
145 
school finance was Senate. Bill 301. which prohibited the 
sale of municipal bonds at less than par and provided safe-
guards for expenditures against special and contingent funds. 
In addition to.the legislation; two constitutional amendments 
were proposed and adopted by the people through Senate Joint 
·Resolution 1 and House Joint Resolution 2. The former pro-
vid~d that taxes by certain.public corporations would be 
used for the maintenance.of common schools in the state for a 
146 
term of six rriont:hs. · 
Several amendments to earlier common school finance laws 
147 
were made during the 1915 Legislature •. House Bill 134 made 
minor amendments i:h the law regarding taxation·, issuing of 
. . 148 
bonds and the purchasing of school sites. . House Bill 501 
.. 
provided a more.flexible manner of v6ti:hg excess levies fo:r 
149 
school purposes and House· Bill 290 related to state fund 
apportionment to" counties and school districts. 
In 1917 the Legislature ·enacteo. three common school 
-
finance bills, two orig_inating with the Senate and orie with 
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the House of Representatives. Methodology regarding school 
levies was amended through the enactment of Senate Bill 
150 151 152 
149, while Senate Bill 52 and House Bill 590 related 
to the apportionment of and aid from union or consolidated 
school funds. 
153 
In the provision of Senate Bill 182 of t.he 1919 
Oklahoma Session, the State Board of Education was to deter-
mine the eligibility of weak rural school' districts to share 
in the. aid appropriated for promoting and improving the rural 
154 
. school interests. It was aiso the responsibility of the 
155 
Board,· through House Bill 419, to apportion a~d distribute 
funds to the union graded or consolidated school districts. 
. . 156 
A unique measure of the 1919 Legislature was House Bill 7, 
which.made possible the transfer of funds from the Creek County 
High School fund.to the common school fund of Creek County. 
· 157 
Also enacted in 1919 was House Bill 304, which amended the 
law relating to the investment policies for sinkfng funds. 
150 -·- · 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 254, p .. 465. 
151 
Oklahoma Session.Laws; 1917, Chapter 252, p. 460. 
152 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter· 77, P. 124 ·. · 
153 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 62,·p. 98. 
154 . _ . . . 
Eighth Biennial Report of State Superintendnet of 
Public Instructicin, 1920, p. 77;• 
155 
Oklanoma Sess.ion Laws, 1919, Chapter 253, p. 359. 
156 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 124, p. 177. 
157 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 207., P. 295 .. · 
52 
Issues regarding financing common school education were 
limited during the 1921 Legislative Session. Only Senate Bills 
158 . 159 . 
84 and 15 · supplemented legislative appropriations to aid 
. · .
. th~ rural, public artd uriion g~aded or consolidated ~chools. 
. 1·60 
In an effort to assist separat~ schools, Senate Bill 323 
161 
raised the allowable one mill levy to a two mill levy. 
The 1923 Legislature enacted three House. bills and two 
Senate bills regarding common school finance. Payments were 
made for indehtedness in school districts in· cities of the 
162 . 163 
first class through House Bill 346. Jiouse Bill 207 
provided sufficient revenue to maintain public sc.hools in 
those areas where lead and zinc minerals were mined from 
Indian lands exempt from taxation. A continuation of policy 
for state aid and its apportionment to weak school districts 
164 . 
was provided for through House Bill 140 while Senate· 
165 i66 
Bills 5 . and 7 made.appropriations to.aid the union 
graded and consolidated school dist~iots a contintied policy 
of the Legislature. 
158 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 16, p. 24. 
159 
Oklahoma Session Laws, ·1919, ·chapter 191, p. 215. 
160 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 48 ,. p. 67. 
·-i-br·- . . 
Ninth Biennial Report of St~te Superintendeni of 
Public Instruction, 1922, p .. 42. 
162 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923; Chapter 211, p. 373. 
163 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923,. Chapter 179, p. 306. 
164 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 164, p. 265. 
165 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 3, p. 3~ 
166 . 
Oklahoma_ Session Laws,. 1923, Chapter. 5, P. 4. 
53 
Again appropriations to aid weak school districts 
occurred in the 1925 Legislature as a result of.Senate Bill 
167 168 
8 and House Bill 98. In addition to this legislation, 
a proposed·constitutional amendment was submitted through 
. 169 
House Joint Resolution 7 and defeated by a vote of the 
people. The constitutional amendment attempted to eliminate 
the need for the yearly emergency appropriations through a 
170 
special state le~y for school districts. 
After years of disjointed efforts in financing common 
schools, the State Superinterident of Public Instruction in the 
Eleventh Biennial Report of 1926 recommended to the Legisla-
ture that it enact a plan of state aid to guarantee more 
. 171 
equality of education~l opportunity. Until 1926, many 
of·the ftnancial problems of Oklahoma schools were a result 
of the inequalities of local wealth among the various 
districts of the state. As indicated in early legislative 
sessions, these inequalities in the financial ability of 
school districts.were recognized and small amounts.of money 
were appropriated by various Legislatures to assist poor 
167 .. 
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school districts. Again in 1927 the Legislature, through 
172 
House Bill 9~ passed an· act to aid and assist the weak 
school districts. Because districts varied greatly in wealth 
and inequalities existed.between districts in the length of 
the school term and in the quality of the school-program 
each district was able to offer and because of the recom-
mendation of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
the 1929 Legislature created the special common school 
173 
equalization fund through Senate Bill 14. · Basically, the 
act provided a continuous annual appropriation of one fourth 
of all gross production taxes accruing to the state. In 
order for school districts to participate in this fund, 
certain criterias were established by the St~te Department of 
Education, such as requiring districts to levy i5 mills and 
. 175 .. 
have an average daily attendance of 25. Still in 1927, · 
enlargement of .certain sta-t;ut.ory ·provisions through Senate 
175 . 
Bill 88 made possible the issuance of bonds by independ-
ent school districts·for the purpose of repairing.school 
buildings or purchasing school Sites. 
The 1929 Legislature saw the value of the common school 
equalization fund and supplemented it through Senate Bill 
172 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter 65, p. 85. 
173 
Oklahoma Session Laws., 1929, Chapter 259, p. 369. 
174 . . . 
Twentieth Biennial Report of State Superintendent · 
of Public Instruction, 1928~ p. 45. 
175 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter 23, p. 23. 
176 
14.: This·legislation was unique as it was the only 
finan'cial legislation for common schools that session. 
School districts in 1931 recognized the continuous pro-
blem of no longer being able to finance their schools with 
any degree of efficiency, but the revenue for common schools 
177 
continued to be local. For example, in the year 1931-32, 
55 
state funds contributed approximately 6.7 percent, the county 
6 percent, and the local district·87.3 percent. With this 
178 
recognition, the 1931 Legislature through House Bill 306 
179 . 
and Senate bill 252 provided an appropriation from the 
general rev~nue fund to the special scho61 equalization 
fund. 
180 
House bills 250 
181 
and 212 were the only common 
school finance bills ·enacted during the 1933 Legislature. 
The former bill appropriated money from the general revenue 
fund to supplement ·the special common school equalization 
fund. The la~ter bill provided. two types of State support, 
general support for districts regardless of their financial 
176 
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ability and equalization support for districts which.could 
182 
not maintain school for a minimum term. At this point the 
participation by the state in school finance was still new 
with only small-apportionments to school districts. But the 
ability of local district~ continued to decrease with 
depression years and the need for the state to become more 
involved became _increasingly apparent. 
There were six common school finance measures in the 
1936 Legislative session. Appropriations were made available 
to aid in the construction of school buildings, the support 
and maintenance· of public schools, and for .the office of the 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. These appropria-
183 184 
tions were made through House Bill 665, Senate Bill 92, 
185 
and Senate Bili 338. Of these measures Senate Bill 92 
indicated the Legislature's interest in financing common 
schools in Oklahoma, as this bill provided a much sounder 
186 
financial basis for the-operation of common schools. The act 
authorized the State Board of Education to apportion aid to 
several school districts for the.loss sustained by the 
182 ·-~·····-- --~- . 
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districts because of the exemption of homesteads from ad 
187· 
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valorem taxation.. The act also provided for primary aid 
which was allocated to all districts alike on the basis of 
the average daily attendance for the previous year .. In 
addition, secondary aid was provided in this bill to each 
district in the state as follows: 
(1) irt which the people voted at least an eight-
month term of school, (2) in which a ten-mill ad 
valor.em tax levy for the general fund of the 
current school year was levied and used, (3) which 
had an.average daily attendance sufficient to 
qualify for Primary.Aid or was classified as 
isolated by the State Board of Education, and 
(4) which did not have sufficient income as def'ined 
in.House Bill 6 to support the minimum program of 
education.188 · · 
189 
In addition to these measures, House Bill 320 provided for 
levying a tax f<;>r separate schools when the county-wide tax 
was not sufficient . 
. The 1939 Legislat:ure appo_rtioned aid for the maintenance 
190 
of public schools through Senate Bill. 22 because of a 
continued decrease of.valuations of' all school districts in 
the st.ate. · Senate Bill 22 further exemplified a shift in 
the manner of financing public s_chopls, from less district 
support to more state aid. 
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The Legislature of 1941 enacted numerous bills in the 
191 
area of common school finance. House Bill 1 permitted 
excise boarda flexibility in that they could apportion more 
than five mills to any school district. In addition, 
192 
House Bill 283 ·was enacted and provided for the issuance 
and sale of separate school improvement bonds. A very 
. 193 
significant bill in 1941 was Senate Bill 14 which went a 
long wai toward expanding, enlarging, and equalizing 
. . . . . . 
educational o,pportunity, support, maintenance and operation 
194 195 
of schools. Also enac~ed in l941 was House Bill 528 
which provided that ninety percent of the Auto License and 
Farmer Tractor Tax be returned to the counties where collect-
; . . 
ed to be apportioned for the use of the common schools. · If . 
in any year th~ collections fro~ this source fall belo~ a 
given amount, the difference .should be replaced from the 
Beverage Tax. 
The 1945 Legislature enacted several common school 
finance bills,· all of which originated in the House of·· ::Rep-
resentatives. Of these measures, two made seve~al cha~ges 
in other state revenue earmarked funds for schools. House 
191 
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196 
Bill 498 increased the amount of revenue from the Auto 
197 
License Tax, and House Bill 524 transferred certain 
surplus funds in· the School Land Department to the School 
198 
. Land Apportionment, while House Bill 139 amended previous 
laws which iriiolved the support, maintenande artd operation 
. of common schools. The· final measure of the 1945 Legislature 
199 
in this areas was House Bill 114 which provided an . 
apportionment to the State Superintendent of Public Inst.ruc-
tion to carry out certain legislative.directives. 
. 200 · 
The 1947 Legislature enacted into law House Bill 85, 
which was the common school state aid bill. The state aid 
bill was divided into three articles. Article 1 amended the 
Auto License Tax, Gr6ss· Production Tax, and the Transfer Fee 
· Law. Article II. involved questions of annexation, and 
Article Ill provided for the distribution of state aid to 
the various school districts of the state. 
In summary, the historical review of legislative action 
provides some insight into possible thoughts o"n the phil-
osophy of'. the common school idea in Oklahoma. · It is 
evident that-there had been continued legislative efforts to 
196 
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expand second~ry schools., that the state should play a 
stronger state role in the general control and supervision of 
common schools, vocational and technical programs were 
encouraged .as wa~ annexation and consolidation~ Moreover, 
there was continued·interest in transfers, transportation, 
and equalization of educational opportunity by state finan-
cial support •. 
These continuing interests, found in the historical 
examination.of common school legislation, continued to be the 
substantive issues rai.sed in the 1949 and 1970 common school 
codes. 
200 
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CHAPTER III 
THE MAJOR POLITICAL FORCES WHICH .INFLUENCED 
THE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION AS THEY 
WORKED ON THE 1949 AND 1970 
COMMON SCHOOL CODES 
Since statehood, legislative interest and involvement in 
common school education was apparent. The session laws of 
each legislature after 1949 revealed a number of significant 
factors. Numerous enacted bills on common schools became 
law, and a majority of. these laws related to structure, policy 
and finance. In addition, the Legislature, after 1920, began 
to asse3:t a greater role and involvement in the educational 
decision-making process. Many of·these laws wereambiguous, 
conflicting, arid repetitious. A~ a result of these factors, 
the 1949 and 1970 Legislatures made more changes in.the 
school laws than any Legislature in the history of Oklahoma. 
1 
· This was accomplished by the enactment of House Bill 120 in 
2 ' 
1949 and Hous·e Bill 1590 in 1970, each o.f which established 
a code for the common .. school system of the state. 
fore 
1 
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1949:, -Title 70, p~ 517. 
2 
.... . 
. House Bill 1590 was not enac,t.ed into law, and .there- .. 
was· not .listed in the Oklahoma Session I.aws. 
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Interesting parallels existed in the legislative h_istor-
ies of both the 1949 and 1970 common school codes. First, the 
codification efforts of common school laws in 1949 and 1970 
were major legislative undertakings. They involved many 
hours of study, analysis, and deliberation, as will be 
. . . 
evidenced. by their legislative histories. In this undertaking, 
the Legislature seemed to follow these major purposes and 
objectives for statutory revision and codification: 
1. The_gathering together in one orderly body of law 
all the present statutory provisions on the subject and 
determining which statutes were normally in force. 
2. Eliminating f~om· the body of statutes nominally in 
force, those statutes and parts of statutes which, in 
effect, were not in force by reason of obsolescence, unc6n-
stitutionality, or implied repeal. This procedure required 
. 
a careful analysis of the statutes) court decisions; and. 
opinions of the Attorney General. 
3. Bringi~g tqgether, under a logical classification 
system, those statutes and parts of statutes which, because 
of similarity of subject matter,. properly belonged together 
and eliminated those· stat'ute·s which were found to be 
duplicated or repetitious. 
4. . Simplifing and clarifing the. statutes that. remained 
by rejecting equivoca~ and ambiguous words, undlear 
phraseology and cumbersome styOie,.and ·by restating_the 
statutes in clear, common language, capable of being under-
stood and rewriting those parts of present laws which.were 
·meaningless without reference to.Attorney ·General's opinions 
·or judicial decisions. 
5. Rectifing inconsistencies and gaps and inser_ting 
where deemed advisable, amendments and entirely new pro'."' 
visions of·law. 
6. Arranging the proposed codes in logical chap:ter 
sequence according to a constituted plan, as determined by 
the logical subdivisions of the laws being -studied. 
7. Preparing the proposed codes in the most convenient 
. . . 
and usable form of numbering., cross references, tables, and 
indexes,. and preparing notes on: the derivation and reasons 
for adopti.ng each code section as it best fac111ta.ted.locat-
ing and understanding every phase of tfie laws rela~ing to the 
s~bject under consideration. 
Secondly, both codes· were initiated an~ supported by a 
variety of groups and individuals. These included professional 
educators, the Oklahoma Education Association, the Legislative 
Council, individual legislators, :and. lay citi2:ens, each with 
their own special interest. 
From the. research ove·r an eighteen month period and 
numerous public meetings, the initial recommendation for the 
1949 s·chool code was· to incorporate into a single act all 
laws relating to the publi.c • school system to be known as the 
64 
3 
Oklahoma School Code. In this effort, ambiguous, conflict-
ing, and r_epetitious statutes were to be re-arranged and 
revised; provistons designed to meet the current needs were 
to be added; and, for the purpose of better arrangement of 
related materials, this code was to be divided into chapters 
and sections. In addition to this initial recommendation, 
approximately fifteen subsequent recommendations were made 
as follows: 1) .· to enlarge and strengthen the powers of 
the State B6ard of ~ducatiori 2) to abolish as an eledtive 
office the Office of County Sup~rintendent 3) to reclassify 
school distri-cts as independent _and dependent 4). to authorize 
local boards to organize themselves 5) to make the terms of 
office, meeting dates, and duti~s of local boafds-identical 
in all dist.ricts 6) to enlarge the curriculum offerings 7) · 
to provide-for greater safety and welfare of children as it· 
relates to. transportation 8) to provide_ for employment of . 
visiting teachers and enforcement of attendance laws 9) the 
fixing of compuisory attendance age 10) a strengthening of 
. . : 
the teachers retirement system 11) to.authorize the employ-
ment of teache~s for twelve months 12) to establish procedures 
for employment and dismissal of teache.rs 13) to provide for a 
system of sick leave for teachers 14) to reorganize the 
~chool districts and 15) to·red~fine the present provisions 
4 
re~arding finance. Of all these recommendations, three were 
3 
First Biennial Report, 1948~ p .. 37. 
4 
Ibid~, Pf~·38-40. 
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substantive in nature and had a major political impact on 
common school education. These were the broadening power of 
the State Board of Education, the reorganization of school 
districts through annexation and consolidation, and school 
finance.· 
Unlike the State Board of Education as created in 1910, 
the 1948 legislative recommendation would have given a wider 
and more diversified power to the stat~ in the polioy, 
procedure and operation of common school education as 
evidenced by the language of the recommendation. The suggested· 
State Board of Education would: 
a) have exclusfve authority to supervise the public 
sooool system of the state in,·al1 respects . • • 
b) have complete control of all administrativi and 
supervisory agencies, divisions., personnel and . 
salaries . . . 
c) have powers to establish the exeoutive officer of 
the Board, who should be the State Superintendent 
of Public ·Instruction 
d) have authority to act as agent for the schools of 
the state in the purchase of school transportation 
equipment 
e) have authority to perform all other duties ... 
including certification of teachers, principals, and 
other personnel; establishment and supervision o~ a 
uniform system of financial accounting; ennumeration 
of school children; supervisio~ of school ~istrict 
and attendance are reorganization; and 
5 
classification and accrediting of public schools. 
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If adopted, this recommendation would have a major 
·political impact on common school matters, as the recommend-
ation would be a reflection ot the continued and. in~reased 
involvement by the Legislature in this area and would also 
accentuate the trend established by the earlier examination 
of session laws of greater legislati~e involvement in all 
phases of the deqision-making process.for common school 
education. 
In a major financial recommendation, t:tie Legislature was 
to define a minimum program which would be devised on the basis 
of the number of teaching units calculated in accordance with 
a specified average daily attendance and a redefining.of. 
·6 
minimum program income. Another.significant financial 
recommendation included the.· creation of a state s~hool fund. 
All the ·monies from state sources woUld have been placeq. in 
the state . school fund for the support of the· school system. · 
Includ.ed in the state school fund would have been · the g.ross 
. . 
production tax~, 8:titomobile license tax and school land 
7 
earnings. The ~inal recommendation was for the.assessment 
of property for ad volorem purposes to be enforced by 
5 
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First Biennial Report, 1948, p. 39~ 
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procedures prescribed by the Oklahoma Tax Commission. Each 
of these financial recommendations implies that t_n.e Legis- . 
lature would attempt to assert a greater role and involve-
ment in common . school financial policy. · 
A further recommenda:tion involved reqrganizatiori, 
annexatio·n and consolidation.· Regarding reorganization, 
the Legislative Council proposed that school districts be based 
8 
on present transportation areas of high school districts. 
If enacted, the political implication would be·far reaching, 
as many rural schools did not provide for high school and 
therefore might be closed. Another recommendation referred 
to annexation and consolidation and provided mechanism for 
. . 
such actions.. Through a petition ofo~ maj.prity of school 
districts, electors of .the. area prop6sed td be annexed could 
call an el~ction for such purposes if approved by the State 
9 
. . 
Board of Education. Political consideration would. be 
evident as local control and autonomy in the educational 
decision-making_process would possibly be Jeopardized through 
.such a recommendation. This would be evidenced as the final 
decisioh fo~ such an action rested with the State ~~partment 
and not the local school districts involved in the annexation. 
The impact of these recommendations were not new, as many 
of these same considerations surfaced-throughout the-chron-
ological examination of the session laws ._from 1909 to · 1949 ~ 
8 
Ibid., p~ 38. 
9 . 
Ibid •. 
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However, they were far-reaching and comprehensive in nature. 
Twenty years later, on February 10, 1969, House Concur-
rent Resolution 1010 ~as introduced and subsequently passed. 
The res~lution requested an interim study by the State Legis-
lative Council to examine the Oklahoma school laws with a view 
10 
toward amendment, revision, or codification. The interim 
committee recommended the following_substantive· changes in 
the school laws: 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
.. 
(d) 
(e) 
10 
Requiring that all elections in school 
districts be ·held at the same time each 
year and be conducted by the county election· 
bdard, with the affected school dist~ict 
reimbursing the county election board for 
the expense of the election. 
Redifining the "general fund" of a school 
district to expressly exclude therefrom 
moneys derived from sale of bon.ds. issued 
under the provisions of Section 26, Article 
X, Oklahoma Constitution, and providing 
that eipenditures. from the general fund 
may be capital or noncapital in nature. 
Redefining the "building fund" of a school 
district; deleting provision specifying how 
same may be invested, and declaring said 
fund to be a current expense fund . 
Increasing per diem compensation of members 
of_'the State.Boarci_of Education from $15 
.to $25. 
Increasing salary of State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction from $19,500 to 
$25,000 per_year, and increasing.salary 
of the Deputy State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction from ,18,500 to $22,~00 
per year. 
Oklahoma House of Representatives Journal; First 
Session of the Thirty-second Legislature, p. 244. 
(f) Changing the educational qualifications for 
county superinterident of schools from stan-
dard Bachelor's degree to standard ·Master's 
degree. 
(g) Changing annual electiori date for members 
of boards of education to fourth Tuesday in 
January. 
(h) Changing procedure for filling vacancy on 
board of education of independent district 
in the event of an unexpired term. 
(i) Providing for mandatory annexation action 
by State Board of Education in cases where 
a district maintaining a high school is 
unable to meet state accreditation regula-
tions and does not voluntarily annex to an 
adjoining district or districts. 
_(j) · Providing procedure when an independent or 
dependent high ·sc.hool district seeks to 
annex to a dependent grade school district. 
· (k) Providing procedure for cancelling a trans-
fer and relieving unearned portion of 
encumbrance therefor when residence is 
reniOved from the transferring district. 
(1) Eo.ucational improvement program for public 
edacation. The new finance plan would 
provide the following: 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
( 4) . 
basic program - $250.0-0 per 
child~ · 
' . . 
special education - $4,300 for 
each class in ea6h district; · 
vocational-technical - given 
supplement of.$2,500 per vo-
cational-technical class unit; 
transportation...,. 75% bf aCtual· 
eipense paid by st~te; 
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· From these recomtl1endations and the.Thirty-second Legis-
lature's Committees on Education's.actions,.Hoµse Bill 1590 
establishing a code for the common ·schools of Oklahoma was 
passed by the Legislature but vetoed by the Governor .. 
Finally, in both codes the consid.eration o.f the common 
school issues· required a.bout the same length of time within 
the legislative process. The 1949 school code was intro-
duced in the House of Representatives on January 25, 1949 
70 
and was.passed by the Legislature on May 27, 1949. In sim-
ilar action, the 1970 school code was introduced in the House 
of Representatives on January 8, 1970, and was in the Commit-
tees on Education almost four months before the code was 
finally passed on April 15, 1970. 
The Major Political Forces Which Influenced 
the Committe's Work on the 1949 
and 1970 Common School Codes 
In using the specific issues of school· reorganization 
and finance, an examination will be made of the political 
forces that operated on the common school codes of 1949 and 
1970. Although there were a number of other ·substantive 
issues which emerged in both codes, only reorganization and 
finance will be treated in depth. These two issues were 
selected because of the tremendous con roversy which they 
generated, as will later be shown. However, b~fore an 
examination can be made of the issues of school reorganization 
and finance and the forces that operated on the Committees on 
Education as they enacted the 1949 and 1970 school codes, some 
prefacing remarks about the committees on Education are needed. 
Th'= Committees on Edu.cation in the Oklahoma Legislature 
represent one of the thirteen permanent standing committees 
established by the Rules of the respective bodies. The 
71 
membership of these committees varies, but usually the num-
ber in the House of Representatives was .between thirt.een and 
twenty-seven; while in the Senate the number was between 
fifteen and nineteen. Of the two years in whi.ch a common 
school code was considered, the 1949 House Committee on 
Education had a membership of nineteen and the Senate Commit-
tee on Education had a membership of fifteen.· In 1970, the 
House Committee on Education had a membership of twenty-seven 
and the Senate had a membership of seventeen on their 
Committee on Education. The number of members in itself was 
not significant, but their party affiliations and their 
positions .of leadership· in the Legislature provided_ s:1.gnif:- · 
icance to the study of the common school codes. Essentially, 
these variables regarding the membership of the Committees on 
Educat.ion w_ould act a.s · a force. iri itself operating on the · 
. Committees on Education as they enacted. the common school 
. . 
codes of 1949 and 1970. 
Historical_ly, Oklahoma has b_een dominated by one party, 
the Democratic Party, and this was-reflected in the composi:-
tion of the Leg:Lslature's Committees·on Education. Of a 
total rriembershipof thirty-four on both the House and Senate 
Committees on Education in 1949, there were rioRepublicans, 
. . . ·' . 
while of a t_otal membership of forty-four on both the House 
and Senate qommittees_on Education in 1970,.there were only 
four Republicans. From thes_e facts an assumption could be 
made that when crucial educational decisions were made, they 
were made easily and along party lines. This assumption 
. was held valid only by the role call ,votes in the _Committees 
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of the Whole .on th~ 1949 and 1970 common.school codes. 
However, prior to those final votes, many other forces oi:•1.:·r-
ated on the Legislatures as they developed the school codes 
in Committee.; .ahd party affiliat·ion or loyalty was not 
necessarily the major criteria in most instances when crucial 
decisions were made·. A dramatic exception was evident· in 
the actions regarding the 1970 code. The code w~s introduced 
in the Legislature in an election year (for the Governor and 
several legislators), and the proposed scho.ol code was to 
become one of the major political issues. The issue was to be 
initiated as the_Democratically controlled Legislature passed 
the massive school code bill, only to have the code vetoed 
by the Republican governor, Dewey Bartlett. The Govern~r'S 
veto automat:I,cally had created a central issue. relating to 
common school education for the Democratic can.didate for 
Governor, David Hall •. Another criteria which could be 
examined was the position of leadership held by the Legisla-
tive members .of the Committees· on Education. This criteria 
becomes Irriportant,.since one of the cardinal rules in attempt-
ing to pass legislation is to have a position.of leadership 
in the structure or to hav~ access to the leade~ship. 
. . 
The.leadership in the Oklahoma Legislatui:'e can be 
identified by two means. One method is the formal leadership 
whi°ch rests iri the Speaker of the House of.Representatives, 
the Pro Tempore of the Senate, and the-majority floor leader 
and majority whips of both chambers. These individuals are 
elected by their.colleagues and serve as long as they can 
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maintain a majority of support from their respective 
chambers. Also, other centers of leadership are identifiable 
in comm1:ttee chairmanship, as these individuals are selected 
by the Speaker and Pro Tempore respectively. A second method 
of identifying leadership is to examine which Legislators 
are members.of the most powerful committees in the Legisla-
ture. Traditionally, in both the national and state 
legislatures, the Rules· arid Budget and Appropriation Commit-
tees hold those distinctions. The members of the Committees 
on Education in 1949 who also se~ved on one or perhaps both 
the Rules and Budget and Appropriations Committees totaled 
three. Mo_re significantly, one of those three was Chairman 
of both the Rules and the Budget and App~opriations Commit-
tees. Members of the 1970 Committees on Education whc;> served 
on one or perhaps both the Rules and Budget Appropriations 
. . 
Committees totaled seven., Of each of these totals, a fair 
representation of the members, of the Committees on Education 
in 1949· and 1970,. s~rved on one or both of ·the. powerful R11les 
and Budget and Appropriations Committees. · An observation 
could be made that members who served.on the Committees Ori 
Education while enacting the school codes may have used their 
· positions on the . powerful Rules and Budget and.· Appropriations 
Committees to.assi~t in the enactment of legislation, such as 
the school codes. · While there is no way of documenting this 
observation since voting was not recorded in committee, 
leadership and access to power is one essential requirement to 
the successful.enactment of any legislation, and many members 
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of the Committees on Education were in these kinds of positions 
and could muster support for the codes. 
A supposition has been made that one of the major 
political forces that operated on each Education Committee 
was the members' political party affiliations and the leader-
ship positions they held in the Legislature, and these two 
factors had probably operated as they enacted the common school 
codes of 1949 and 1970. By using the specific issues of 
school reorganization and finance, an examination will be made 
of other political forces that probably operated on the 
Committees on Education as they enacted both codes. Those 
forces include gubernatorial influence, rural and urban con-
stituency influence, pressure group influence, .and election 
considerations. 
One reason school reorganization and finance emerged as 
political issues in the consideration of common school 
legislation was because of a colli~ion between two theories 
of government in the matter of school control. One school 
of thought demanded the maintenance of the absolute indep-
endence of· every school district in the state, regardless of 
the amount of state aid that was required to keep the school 
in operation. ·The (?ther school of thought insisted that when 
the state has advanced sufficient money to keep the school 
alive, that state shotild have something to say about how the 
. . .· . 
school ·was governed. 
This 6ortflict had come to a head in the provision for 
reorganization in the ,proposed common.school code of 1949. 
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An editorial in the Daily Oklahoman entitled "A Five Months 
Deadlock" accentuated the collision between the two theories 
9f government on scho9l control by noting some interesting 
facts on the common school code. The article stated th9-:t 
no other bill in the history of Oklahoma ever rece·ived as 
much carefui" study as did the 1949 common school code. The 
Legislative Council had made an exhaustive study, the Legis~ 
lative co:mthittees had studied the proposed code line by line, 
and the Committee of the.Whole discussed the bill at length 
and repeatedly. Yet the.finished product of all that mass of. 
study had been attacked with real fury.every time ·the bill 
had come up for consideration. ·The editorial·noted that the 
r~ason for the protracted deadlock was the head-on conflict 
11 
between these two theories of thought. The editorial· 
supported the local control·school of #.hough~·and concluded 
by statin~ that the more money the state provided, the more 
control it exercised.· The editorial exemplified the issue of 
reorganization, and in the 19~9 common school code, 
reorga.nizati<;>n was· the largest political issue of the entire 
. . ' ' . ·. 
code.. . However, the controversy. over reorganization had been . 
eluded to a.~ far back as 1943 ~nd had really begun.to gain 
momentum in 1947. · The Twenty-first Legislature of 1947 had 
made a serJous attempt to solve the problem of maintaining 
many small expensive and wasteful administrative units. This 
effort was attempted through House Bill 85, which in part had 
11 
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provided for the annexation of all school districts with an 
average daily attendance of less than thirteen. In 1947 there 
were 29 high school districts of the State with an average 
daily attendance of less than 25, 82 with 25 to 40 students, 
12 
and 360 with 40 to 100 in average daily attendance. These 
figures had clearly reflected that many h1~h schools in the 
State had an average daily attendance so low that the per 
pupil cost was very expensive. As a result, the State 
Board of Education, through the authority of House Bill 
85, required annexation and consolidation of 1,339 school 
13 
districts from a total of 4,416, 
The State Department of Education had reported that to 
the best of their knowledge_those annexations were favorably 
. 14 
accepted in most cases. The probable reason for so little 
political controversy was the safeguards within House Bill 
85 which stated that the legal voters of any district or part 
of any district were given 45 days to petition to the State 
Board of Education to change the annexation to another trans-
portation area other than the one to which they·were manditor-. 
tally annexed. 
The momentum over the reorganization controve~sy con~ 
. . . . 
tinued as the State Superintendnet of Public Instruction 
recommended in his Twenty-Second Biennial Report that the 
12 
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Legislature should make a further stddy after the enactment 
of House Bill ss·as to the desirability for further reorgan-. 
izationof school districts. Partly as a result of this 
recommendation in 1949 the Legislature introduced a massive 
code and a part of the proposed code was a section on school-
reorganization. The basic change in the statutory language 
regarding school distri.ct annexation and consolidation would 
have made the t·ransportation area the tax and administrative 
units for school districts. But by the statutory language in 
effect in 194.9, it was legally impossible to change the 
boundary lines of a school district. This was a statutory 
safeguard for.the rural school districts. Even though rur&l 
school districts were an expensive and an unsatisfactory 
method for education on a per capita basis, preservation of 
the school was a.sacred. value in most rural communities. The 
school was the focal point of.community life, community rival-
. . 
ries, and comniunity pride. In additi.on to loss of schools 
through· reorganization,, there was: a· fear of business losses, 
vested ~nterests, unequal taxes and tax bases among ~istricts, 
and lack ·or leadership. The emotional commitmen,t to tra~Ution. 
_simply meant ·that any attempt to eliminate the school was 
opposed bitt~rly. ·. With this· background information, the. stage 
was set for the en_sui:ng controversy over school reorganization. 
. . 
Th~ reorganization section of the proposed code was part 
of Governor Ro.y Turrier' s +egislative program, and·. that _he had 
conceived the· idea from the· 8chool Finance· Study Qommitte.e · of 
78 
15 . 
1948. Governor Turner had indicated his concern over 
financing for common schools and noted that by reorganiza-
tion it would have been possible to make the high school 
transportation area the school district for tax and adminis-
16 
trative purposes. · Since reorganization had been a part of 
·the Governor's legislative program, the gubernatorial influ-
ence was to be a political force which had operated on the 
Committees oh Education as they worked on the school code. 
In actions taken by.· the House of Representatives, an 
17 
entire section Of the code which dealt with reorganization, 
was eliminated, and in a similar move, the Senate struck the 
18 
bill from the calendar. After this action Governor Turner 
vowed to_continue to fight for the. reorganization features of 
the code. The Governor had indicat·ed to the Committees that 
by reorganization "larger tax units would have .been possible 
and therefore more needed finance1;1 f9r schools and additional 
19 
local revenue would ~ave been: available." The Governor 
· had met. numerous times with the Committees in a concerted 
effo~t to resolve differences on the reorganiza~ion ~ection 
of the school code; 
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~owever, other political forces. had been operating on 
the·Cornmittees, the removal of the reorganization section 
of the proposed code was an apparent reflection of the 
irifluen6e ot rural Oklahoma constituents·. This wa~ evidenced 
when some 500 rural school board members, teachers, and 
.patrons from all over O~lahoma showed up at the State Capitol 
for what was termed.by capitol observers one of the wildest 
20 . 
demonstrations within memory. ·. They came wearing tags 
"preserve our rural schools," shouting, yelling, whistling 
21. 
and giving cat calls. · They argued that .bY t.he passage of 
the ~eorganization section of the code~ rural schools would 
be closed and rural youth would be forced. to· attend schools 
in the cities .. This effort was.organized by Mr. J. C .. Smith, 
President of the Organization for t.he Preservation of Rural 
schools, and concluded when key.Legislators agreed to oppose 
the reorganization section of the code. But before the final 
version of.the school code was enacted, a section on 
reorganizat;i.on was included and there were three other 
. ., 
political forces which had operated on the Committees as they 
enacted the section on reorganization .and.the sphoo~_code 
its.elf. They were Chairman .of the House Committee. on Education, 
. the _House leidership, and the lobbyist influence. 
The Chairman of the Committee on Education, E .. T. Dunlap, 
Democrat, Latimer. County, took the pri.vilege of the f1oOJ;' and 
20 
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spoke in behalf of the bill. He noted "unless reorganization 
was prov_ided it would be impossible to retain the finance 
22 
provisions of the bill without raising hew taxes." TWO 
things were unique about his statements; (1) generally 
Chairmen of committees do not participate actively in 
discussion or debate on a bill, but they are definitely a 
guiding force in the action of a bill, and ( 2) the Chairman's 
comments were a mirror .of the Governor's stand on reorgan-
. . 
ization. The chair~an's action, which favored reorganization 
and mirrored the Governor's position on reorganization, would 
have implied· that the ·chairman and the Governor were in accord 
on this is·sue and pro:t>ably attempted to influence the 
Committee·. 
Still another political forc·e which probably operated on 
. . 
the Committees on Education was the House of Representatives 
leadership. The influence of the leadership was felt as they .. · 
pledged· to Wr-ite ih safeguards for maintaining rural schools 
if some form of reorganization was inserted into the total 
23 
code~ So while the political forces of rural constituents 
bitterly opposed· t·he section on reorganiZ?,'i;ion, ·. the Chairman 
of the Committee·on Education, the House leadership, and the 
Governor had pushed for the passage of the· code with a .. reorgan-
ization section. Obviously a tug of war between competing 
22 
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political forces had been operating on the Committees as they 
enacted the school code of 1949. 
One final competing political force which had acted on 
the committees was the· influence of lobbyists. The interest 
by the Oklahoma Education Association in the scho.ol code was 
gerierited because the 6r~anization has a rather broad interest 
in all legislation dealing with education, and because of two 
of their legislative goals for the 1949 Legislature, school 
reorgani~ation and greater state support for school finance. 
As a result, through Ferman Phillips, _Executive Director 
of the Oklahoma Education Association, soine 4.,000 invitations 
to school men were sent urging them to be at the C~pitol and 
24 
exe~t pressu~e _on behalf of a new code. 
The tug ·of war by competing political forces which had 
acted on the. Committees on Education was near an end .• · The 
House was to rewrite the code, and.the Senate ·concurred. 
Certain safeguards regarding reorgan,ization were included as 
follows: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
24 
Making the transportation area the district 
Granting of powers to boards of educatioh and 
prohibiting closing schdols without.cbnsent of 
people. 
Continuance of school boards.as advisory boards 
for schools in discontinued districts · · · 
Provided for. transfer of pupils wheri district 
is•divided 
Continuance of present boards of districts with 
the high school as' board of education for new . 
Daily Oklahotnan(Oklahoma City), March 8, 1949, p. 1. 
districts until new boards are elected in March 
1950 
6) Basis for handling of existing indebtedness of 
districts affected by reorganization and the 
transfe~ of title to assets 
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7) Transportation for pupils within ne~ districts 
and .special elections when needed and autho2iza-
tion of further consolidation when desired. ~ 
The final statutory language regarding the school reorganiza-
tion section of the code reflected the input of the various 
political forces that were operating on the Committees on 
Education. Specifically, a reorganization section of the code 
was incorporated into the law and therefore the influence of 
the Governor, Education Committee Chairmen, and the lobbying 
of the Oklahoma Education Association was felt. But conces-
sions were granted as the rural constituency influence also 
had an impact upon the final reo~ganization language of the 
code.· 
· With all the contrOversy over school reorganization, the 
enactment of this provision into the 1949 common school code 
apparently did not resolve the issue. The reorganization of 
school districts into more acceptable units. of administration 
has been and still is a problem. · Although the need for such 
reorganization has been a persisent one and has been recognized 
generally, little progress has been made. It is evident 
in almost every legislative session from 1949 through 1970 that 
the issue of. school reorganization through annexation and 
consolidation had been given attention. 
25 
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Regarding the issue of reorganization, a marked differ-
ence existed between the forces operating on the 1949 and 
1970 school codes. In 1949, the issue of reorganization 
_brought several forces to bear with included: political 
parties, political leadership, governors, lobbyists, and 
constituencies. However, in the 1970 school code, the issue 
of reorganization brought only one force to bear, that of the 
rural constituency. Before the examination of the constituency 
force which operated on the Committees on Education, some 
prefacing remarks are needed~. 
In 1911 the Oklahoma Legislature created the State Board 
of Education and delegated a portion of the traditional 
policy-making re_sponsibility . .f'or common school education to 
the department. Over the course of several years the 
Legislature increased the educational policy responsibility 
of the State Board, and one of those policies involved state 
accreditation of public schools. The accreditation policy 
came into sharp conflict with many rural Oklahomans when the 
State Board began in the early 1950s to asset a stronger role 
in accredition policies. The rural Oklahoman~s impact upon the 
accreditation issue caused the unusual, a Legislative re-
. evaluation of a State Board of Education Policy. 
One of the key requirements for any school district to 
continue in existence is state accreditation. Accreditation 
is important because without meeting certain State Board of 
Education requirements, children graduating from nonaccredited 
84 
high schools have difficulty in gaining admission to college 
or obtaining gainful employment. One major requirement set 
by the State Board for accreditation was average daily 
attendance. The average daily attendance requirement may have 
been one of the smoke-screens for reorganization, for without 
a minimum number of stud.ents within a school district 
annexation and consolidation would be inevitable. 
In the consideration of the proposed 1970 common school 
code, the re~rganization of schools through annexation and 
consolidation was given considerable attention. The Legis-
lature proposed providing for mandatory annexation action by. 
the State Board of Education in cases where a district main-
taining a high school was unable to meet state accreditation 
regulations and did not voluntarily annex to an adjoining 
district or districts. The key to the proposed change was 
in the language ... to meet state accreditation .... 
The causes for the change in the policy of accreditation were 
developed in the 1969 Legislative session through House Bill 
1026. The bill was introduced by Jack Harrison from May, 
Oklahoma, and in essence the measure would have prevented the 
State Board of Education from implementing the new accredit-
ing process. The changes in the accreditation process were 
to be over a three year period. The first year.requirement 
stated that any school with less than 55 students in average 
daily attendance would not be accredited. This formula was 
to increase to 65 students in the second year and 75 students 
in average daily attendance in the third year. The bill was 
85 
given considerable support as some 1,000 patrons of small 
26 
schools marched on the Capitol. Governor Bartlett addressed 
the group and agreed to meet with state officials in an effort 
. 27 
to compromise~ while Dr. D. D. Creech, State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction.agreed to meet with lawmakers regarding 
28 
a compromise. Prior to thi~ effort, some 2,000 people, 
representing over 100 communities of Western Oklahoma, met at 
Gage, Oklahoma. The purpose of the metting was to iaunch a 
vigorous statewide campaign to preserve high schools in small. 
29 
towns. Those who attended this meeting argued "if we 
eliminate schools in our small towns, the community is elimin-
30 
ated." Further arguments were heard from Representative 
Marvin McKee and Sehator Leon Field. Representative McKee 
31 
stated "small schools are the real base of our democracy," 
and Senator Field stated "it is a well known fact,. industry 
is not going to any community that cannot offer adequate 
32 
educational facilities." The results of this controversy 
led to a freeze on state accreditation standards until a 
compromise could be made. That compromise was a change to 
26 
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benefit small rural school districts and, as stated earlier, 
to be incorporated into the proposed 1970 common school 
code.· 
Similar and closely related to the issue of school 
reorganization was school finance. These were several 
powerful political forces which probably exe~ted influence 
on the 1949 and 1970 Committees on Education. Governors, 
pressure groups, political party affiliation, political 
le~dership held by members of the Committees on Education, 
professionals, and rural and urban constituency influences 
all took an interest in the work of the Committees. 
Throughout the earlier examination of the Oklahoma 
session laws, ·one of the major concerns in the area of 
education legislation was finance. Many financial ills of 
schools that developed in Oklahoma were traceable to the 
inequalities of local wealth.among school districts of the 
state. The state legislature had recognized these inequal~ 
ities and periodically made appropriations to poorer school 
districts. Other efforts to equalize educational.opportunity 
were seen in 1929 and 1931 special common school equaliza-
tion fund. For school districts to participate in the fund, 
certain equalization criteria were established by the State 
Department of Education which included the requirement of 
districts to levy 15 mills and have an average daily atten-
dance of 25. In 1933 and 1936, the general and equalization 
types of state support for districts were created. The gen-
eral support was for all districts regardless of their .t . 
87 
financial ability, and equalization support was for dist~icts 
which could not maintain a minimum school term and program. 
These prefacing remarks and the earlier historical 
examination of the Oklahoma session laws have indicated that 
the Legislature attempted a band-aid approach to resolve 
many of the financial ills of common schoois in Oklahoma, when 
major surgery .was needed. Legislative efforts to correct 
financial inequalities were culminated as the 1949 common 
school code provided a new formula for state aid and public 
school financ~. However, in order to understand how the 
finance .section of the 1949 school code was formulated, the 
political forces that influenced the 1949 Committee on 
Education must now be examined. 
Probably the most pronounced political force that 
influenced the _Committees on Education.was the rurai constit-
uencies. Specifically, these were rural constit~encies in 
counties that had low assessed val~atiori or property and there-
. . ' 
fore maintained the poorer school districts. These poorer 
districts are identifiable by their law valuation of property. 
Obviously, political conflicts then emerged over school 
finance issues between counties maintaining poorer school 
districts, which were generally rural counties, and counties 
:rilaintain:l,ng wealthier schooil. districts~ which were generally, 
but not always, urban counties. The complexity of the Okla-
homa school finance 1;3tructure was illustrated. editorial 
88 
33 
entitled "Is That Fai~, Gentlemen" from the Daily Oklahoman. 
The editorial stated in part that the state bad an inexcapable 
duty to provide the means of obtaining a common school or 
high school for every child in Oklahoma., no.matter where that 
child lived or how impoverished the environment may have been. 
That editorial statement supported and justified OklAhoma's 
established policy of extending state aid to the poorer 
school districts of.the State. The editorial further stated 
that wealthier districts had the duty to render financial 
assistance to poorer distrcts. However; the real meaning of 
the Oklahoman's position was in defense of the two most 
populous school districts, Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The. 
edito~ of the Dally Oklahoman opinioned that it. would be unfair 
for districts which had severly taxed themselves to contribute 
. . 34 
to those who had net ~made the effort, nor would .. it be fair 
to have required Okiahoma City and Tulsa to pay about 40 
percent of the money collected ahd then to hav~distributed 
the money in such a way as to_ have deprived the children 
of these cities of a fair share of that to which they were 
35 
clearly entitled. Finally, the editorial noted that the 
school code of-1949 required Oklahoma County to pay an 
additional two,million to the state aid fund to help the 
·33 
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schools of the state, but Oklahoma City was to have received 
36 
$88,000 less for support of her own schools in 1949. 
Obviously the editor was concerned that poor rural 
districts might benefit from the taxes paid in the state's 
two larges cities. The concern was not without basis since a 
majority of the members of the Committees on Education came 
from tax poor rural counties and ,stood to gain by the enact-
ment of the equalization feature of the 1949 school code. 
The membership of the Committees on Education in the 
1949 Legislature totaled thirty-four, and they represented 
twenty-two of the seventy-seven counties. Of the twenty-
two counties represented bn the committees, fourteen stood to 
gain increases in state equalization aid and by the enactment 
of the finance article. 
A comparison of the state equalization and allocations 
one year prior to the enacted code and one year after the 
enacted code showed that more than half of the counties 
represented by legislators on the committ,;e stood to gain 
from equalization. 
County 
Adair 
Atoka 
Bryan 
36 
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State Equalization Aid 1948 - 1950 
State Equalization Aid 
1948-9 1949-50 
259,542 
260,784 
457,620 
367,813 
361,563 
612,100 
Dollar 
Increase 
108,289 
100,779 
154,480 
Twenty-third Biennial.Report of the State Superinten-
dent, 1950, pp. 163~66. 
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Cimarron 6,791 9,057 2,266 
Cotton 67,486 124,164 56.;678 
Grady 314,097 441,060 126,963. 
Greer 142,368 228,441 86,073 
Latimer 171,540 22J,418 51,878 
LeFlore 641,840 847,469 205,629 
Lincoln 252,374 348,901 96,527 
McClain 195,099 253,122 58,023 
McCurtain 655,750 866,617 210,867 
Marshall 88,249 110,723 22,474 
Murry 102,564 152,406 49,860 
Okmulgee ·479,893 618,822 138,989 
Ottawa 265,909 382,070 116,161 
Pontotoc 284,196 391,693 107,497 
Pushmataha 231,177 320,286 ?89,109 
Sequoyah 359,083 488,621 129,538 
Tulsa 273,569 427, 309 153,740 
Wagoner 256,187 335,731 79,544 
Woods 17,096 40,799 23,703 
The Committees on Education may·have enacted the finance 
article, With the equalization feature at the expense of 
richer school districts, for purely selfish reasons. However, 
one should recognize that the Committees may have had other 
reasons, perhaps even a ~incere d~sire for equalization of 
education opportunity. Regardless of the righteousness of 
the editorial, it could have influenced the .Committees on 
Education as they worked on the school code. 
A combination of other political forces, the governor, 
committee .chairmen, and legislative leadership, also influe...,. 
need the Committees on Education as they worked on the finance 
section of the 1949 school code. A conflict was evident 
between the Governor and State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction over a portion of the finance section which would 
have granted a~ditional responsibilities to the State Board 
91 
of Education to establish and supervise many fa~ets of finan-
38 
cial accounting in all school districts. The importance of 
the proposed provision was that the State Superintendent was 
the executive officer for the State Board of Education and 
was in a position to assume an important role in the area of 
school finance. 
The possibility of broadening the power.of the State 
Board of Education in school finances and making the State 
Superinterident the key person for that responsibility drew 
39 
considerable criticism from Governor Roy Turner. The 
Governor accused Dr. Oliver Hodge, State Superintendent of 
Pl,lblic ·Instruction, of want to run the whole show in adminis-
tering finances. The apparent political squabble over school 
finances.· The apparent_political squab'ble over school 
finances betwe·en the two broke into the open when Dr. Hodge and 
several members of the State Board of Education appeared before 
the Appropriations Committee testify regarding a bill. 
Governor Turner then accused Dr. Hodge of being a "one man : ·· -~. 
40 . 41 
show" and further accused him of heading an oligarchy. 
Dr. Hodge, in responding to the. Governor's accusations, simply 
stated that "he was only trying to have a voice in the matter 
38 
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as State Superintendent." To add fuel to the already exist-
ing differences between the Governor and State Superintendent, 
Byrqn Dacus, Chairman of the Senate Education Committee, 
expressed his views to the Committee regarding the proposed 
provision. He stated that the provisions of control over 
school finances should be with the State Superintendent 
and that such an action would have pla~ed the State Superin-
: 43 
tendent in a position of authority and dignity. Governor 
Turner had.retorted by stating that such power for the. State 
Superintendnet wo.uld take away from the power of the s. tate 
.. . .. 44 
Board of Education. 
Finally, with the assistance of the Senate leadership, 
the Education Committees resolved the is.sue by a compromise 
which provided that the.State Superintendent should make 
recommendations·to the State Board of Education;_ but full 
control was to be with the State Board, with the State 
. . 45 
Superintendent as the·execut;ive officer os t.he State Board. 
The Committee compromise implied that tbe Goyernor acted .. as a 
political force on the Committees on Educat.:t,.o.tLa.s th.ey worked 
on the school code of 194"9. 
With all.the political considerations that occurred over 
·. 42 
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the finance section of the 1949 school code, the issue of 
public school finance was .not completely resolved. The primary 
concern of Legislators and other interested persons was the 
que~tion of equalization of school aid. The majority of the 
provision of the financial formula of the 1949 school code 
seemed to have been workable. But over a period of years 
there had been a: .number of changes in the financial formulas 
and the amount of money appropriated, especially in the area 
of equalization aid . 
. The ability of a school district to provide adequate or 
equal educational opportunity to its citizens was dependent 
on a matter of geography. In other words, educational 
opportunity was dependent on the worth of the real property 
within school district boundaries •. Since the valu~ of prop-
erty varied Widely from extremely poor to affluent, the· 
amount. of funds available for education varied widely. ·This· 
resulted in school programs which varied from limited to 
comprehensive. Therefore, the primary purpose ~tr· state 
equalization aid was to assist the less able districts within 
the state in an effort for them to offer at least a minimum 
program, but hopefully a comparable program to the wealthier 
districts . 
. The proposed school finance plan recommended for the 
1970 school code had several similar goals to the 1949 school 
code finance plan, but the code also attempted to re~olv~ the 
unanswered problem of equalization of school·aid. The 
recommendations included: i) to provide greater quality of 
94 
opportunity through more comparable efforts on the part of 
taxpayers across the state 2) to lend reasoning to the 
application of the additional financial aids provided at state 
level and 3) to simplify the program so that not only could 
it be easily understood by professionals and lay people as 
well, but also cou1Ld lend itself to computerization. But more 
important than the actual provisions of the finance section 
were the political forces which had influenced the work of 
the Committees on Education in creating the finance provisions. 
Those political forces included the Education Committee Chair-
men, lobbyists, professionals, and electton 6onsiderations. 
The most significant political force acting on the 
Committee appeared to be the upcoming election of 1970. 
A thorough .analysis of the impact of the impend·ing election 
of 1970 will be made because despite a threatened veto and 
cries by House and Senate Republicans that the bill was 
fiscally irresponsible, the Rules Committee announced that 
. 46 
they were gp:iqg to pass it. The prime point of contro-
versy was the 20 million in additional funds the code would 
have obligated in advance for the next.fiscal.year. Propon-
ents of the two-year formula stated that there were insuffic-
ient funds to achieve equalization the first year. Cc" 
Originally, the bill contained a five-year formula, but com-
promise had been made in a conference committee. House 
minortty floor leader James Connor, Republican from 
46 
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Bartlesville, stated that he would have supported the code and · 
47 
its finance formula on a one-year basis. The Senate 
minority floor leader~ Denzel Garrison, Republican from 
Bartlesville., tried to return the bill to committee to resolve 
48 
the conflict over the finance formula. The question that 
must then be raised is, with the controve:t:>SY that surrounded 
the finance section of the code, what overriding factors 
. . 
resulted in its passage? It is possible that the answer 
to the question was closely tied to legislative leadership 
and to the 1970 gubernatorial ·election. 
From the inception of the 1970 school code, and.whenever 
the code wa~ being discussed, several Legislators' names 
had always emerged and seemed to play an influencing role on 
the Education Committees as they worked on the school code. 
These. were Representative Lonni-e: Abbott, Democrat, 'Pontotoc 
County; Senator George Miller, Democrat, Pontoto,c Qounty; and 
Senator Al Terrill~ Democrat, Comanche County. 
Representative Lonnie Ab.bott was p~rhaps. the most. 
adament .spokesman for the code. In 1969 House Resolution 
1010 was adopted, directing the Legislative Council to make 
an extensive study of the common sch<;>ol laws with the thought 
toward cOdification. The resol,ution was introduced and 
sponsored bt Representatiye Abbott an~ Senator Miller, both 
.. ·4·7· 
Daily Herald (Sapulpa), April 9., 1970, p. 1. 
48 
Oklahoma Journal (Oklahoma City), April 10, 1970, p. L 
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of Pontotoc County, and the ensuing study by the Legislative 
Council on schools was chaired by Representative Abbott. Once 
the Council's study had been. concluded, a schoo.l code bill was 
introduce.d in the House of Representatives by Abbott et· al. 
Through the course of the Legislative process, the guiding·. 
force in the House of Representatives for the sc·hool code bill 
was Representative Abbott. Even when a conference committee 
was appointed to resolve differences on the school dode, 
. . 
Representative Abbott was appointed as one of the confe~ees for 
the House of Representatives. Wbi.le the school code was 
being considered, there were two apparent.:r-easons for 
Representat.ive Abbott's visibility and influence as an 
operative political force concerned wit~ the fihanc~ s~ction of 
the school code. First, Lonne.Abb6tt was Chairman of the House 
Committee on.Education andtheref'ore would automatically hold 
a position of visibility on any. educationa;i. is.~µe. That reason 
for such visibility will become. apparent as the p9sit:ion and 
significance of the Educational Committees.in the Oklahoma 
Legislature is examined in a subsequent chapteI'. But it will 
be sufficient to limply note that the· .. Educat1o~ Comni:t.ttees are 
only surpassed by four to five other committees itl the amount 
of legislation .·considered by committees. By logic, the more 
legislation .committees consider, the more visible their members · 
i .. 
will become to the media and public. 
Second, and very important, Lonnie Ab'Qot was employed by 
the Oklahoma Education Association as a field representative, 
and the Association was primarily recognized as the lobby:f'or 
97 
common school education in Oklahoma. To add further significance, 
one of the major legislative goals of the Oklahoma Education 
Association in 1970 was for a m$,jor revision of the state school 
finance formula. Obviously, then, Lonnie Abbott's activities 
regarding the school code were self-explanatory. 
Two Senators played a significant role as an influenc.e on 
the Committee on Education as work proceeded on the finance 
section of the ·school code. One was Senator George Miller, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Education. The fact that 
Senator Miller was Chairman obviously placed him in a position 
t9 influence the course of a bill trirough committee. But also 
significant was the fact that Senator Miller represented 
Pontotoc County, the same county as Representative Abbott. 
In other words, Representative Abbott was the prime House 
sponsor for the c6de, but he could not influence the course 
. . 
of the school code once the code reached the Senate. The 
fact that the chairman of the Senate committee·· was from· the 
same county as Representative Abbott might have strengthened 
the bill's chances in the Senate if one can assume that .' 
legislators from the same county .tend to have similar parochial 
political interests. Indeed, the two men were both staunch 
supporters of the bill. 
Another legislator who had a pronounced influence on 
the firiance section of the school code was Senator Al Terrill, 
Democrat, of Comanche County. His influence was felt· for 
two reasons: firs_t, Senato.r '1 (rr!ll · is recognized as a 
leader and champion of common school education in the 
98 
Senate and in Oklahoma, and second, Senator Terrill was in 
a leadership position by virtue of his being the majority 
floor leade~ in the Senate and a ranking member of the Educ-
ation Committee. By virtue of these two reasons, one could 
specula_te that other members of the Education Committee and 
other legislators not familiar with the complicated issue of 
school finance looked to Senator Terrill for guidance on the 
issue of common school finance. 
A further influence on the Committees on Education 
durint the consideration of·the school code was the Legis-
lative leadership. The leadership had expressed a favorable 
nod for the committee and ultimate legislative passage of the 
massive code. Senate President Pro Tempore Finis Smith, 
Democrat from Tulsa, stated that the recodification of school 
. . 
laws was the greatest single piece of legislation i -~ • in 
49 
years. Hom~e Speaker Rex Privett, Democrat from Maramec, 
said the code had the support of all educators with whom he 
50 
had talked, together with the education commission. Senate 
Pro Tempore Finish Smith was quoted on aother occasion as 
saying he felt personally committed· to fulf'.ill the code's 
.. 51- .. 
financial formula and find the money to do it. 
The. Oklahoma Education Association, the recognized lobby 
for common school- education, also influenced the Committees 
99 
·, 
on Education as they worked on the school code of 1970. 
The Association had adopted several legislative goals for the 
1970 Legislative session, two of which related to common 
school finance. The first was a mjaor revision of the state 
school finance formula, that equalized educational oppor-
tunity, and the second was a new foundation aid program which 
would have assured a minimum expenditure per pupil in average 
daily attendance equal to the national average. These goals 
obviously reflected a supportive position by the Association 
for the code, including the finance article. In examining 
what types of influence the Association could exercise on the 
Committees on Education to encourage passage of the school 
code, several should be noted. First, and.already in opera-
tion, was sanctions. The Association placed Oklahoma on 
sanctions two y~ars earlier, and the purpose of sanctions 
was to discourage educators from seeking employment in 
Oklahoma because of the.State's poor salary and supportive 
program for education. Second, if organized, the membership . 
of the Association could constitute a l~rge polit1cal bloc of 
votes., and third, could apply pressure upon :)..egis1ators through 
local teachers within the community and county. Fourth, as 
already discussed, the Chairman of the House Committee on 
Education was employed by the Association and therefore.gave 
the Association a significant input on the decisions made by 
the Legislature regarding education. The second influence, 
that of educators, being a petentially large political bloc 
of votes, was thought to pe one of th.e prime reasons for the 
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election of the Democratic candidate for Governor, David 
Hall. Finally, the finance section of the school code itself, 
as it was initially proposed was written by a task force 
commissioned by the O.E.A. 
The final political force that probably influenced the 
Committees on Education as they worked on the school code of 
52 
1970 was raw politics. The proposed massive school code, 
i 
with the new financial plan, was p~ssed by the Democratically 
controlled Legislature and vetoed by Republican Governor 
Dewey Bartlett. The passage of the code by the Legislature 
occurred just a few months prior to major statewide elections. 
The elections included the Go'vermorship, in which incumbent 
Republican Dewey F. Bartlett was epected to file for re-
53 
election. In addition to this statewide election, all House 
of Representatives members and numerous Senate members were up 
54 
for re-election, and most were expected to file. The 
52 
The election considerations as an influence which 
operated on the Committees on Education while they worked 
on the school code of 1970 is only conjecture on the part of 
the researcher and is based upon his actual presence with 
the Education Committees as a staff member while they worked 
on the code. 
53 
Incumbent Dewey F. Bartlett, Republican, was defeated 
in 1970 by the smallest margin in state history, 2, 181 votes, 
by Oklahoma's 20th Governor, David Hall, Democrat. 
54 
The members of the Education Committee on Revision 
and Codification of School Laws from the House of Represent-
atives who filed for re-election were: Lonnie L. Abbott, 
Ada; Lou S. Allard, Drumright; Jake E. Hesser, Stillwater; 
Jack L. Lindstrom, L~wton; Martin Odom, Hitchita; and 
Pauline Tabor, Durant. From the Senate were: Bryce Baggett, 
Oklahoma City; James E. Hamilton, Poteau; Gene Howard, Tulsa; 
John Luton, Muskogee; Jack Short, Oklahoma City; and Albert 
E. Terrill, Lawton. -
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school code then could become one· of the gubernatorial campaign 1 s 
hottest issues as Legi~lative leaders tagged the code as one of 
the most important pieces of legislation sent to an Oklahoma 
55 
governor in many year~. 
Some observers believed if the Governor, Dewey Bartlett~ 
vetoed the bill, it was certain to become an issue with which 
the Democratic nominee for governor would seek to harpoon 
56> 
Bartlett in the general election campaign. However, this 
is gross speculation for it is impossible to determine how 
the voting public felt about the code. There was political 
controversy, however, primarily over the finance plan, when 
the governor publicly expressed o.pposition to the finance 
section of the cody by stating that the "finance provisions 
called for an additional $20 million for the second year bf 
57 
the . code,"· and he further stated that "the legislature 
. should therefore not commit the next governor to such an 
58 
addition~l expenditure." 
. . 
Winston Howard, State Budget 
Director and Governor Bartlett's appointee to the position, 
stated that the $20 million for _the first tear of the 
.finance section of the code was laready in the budget, but 
the second year of the bill could not be financed under the 
59 
present tax.structure. Asa result, Governor Bartlett_ 
55 
56 
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April~9, 1970, p .. L 
Ibid. 
57 
58 
Daily OklahoI)lan (Oklahoma City) , April 9 ., 19 70, p. 1. 
Ibid. 
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· Oklahcima City ~imes (Oklahoma City), ABril 9, 1970, p. 1. 
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suggested the finance section of the bill be stri~ken and 
given an in-depth interim study prior to the 1971 session. 
Senate Pro Tempore Finis Smith countered with the argument 
that the codE? was already the product of two years of interim 
60 
study at a cost of $20.,000. Other legislative leaders who 
were proponents of the finance plan stated that there were 
insufficient funds to achieve equalization the first year and 
·I that to achieve the bill's concept the Legislature needed 
to commit itself to more funds for equalization the second 
61 
year. The fact that school finance became a political 
issue in the election of 1970 is beyond dispute. Whether 
the finance section of the school code was deliberately 
manipulated as a political issue by the Democratic 
legislation or by the republican governor 13 pure spec-
ulation. 
Though Abbott, Miller, and Terrill were adament Legis-
lative spokesmen for the school code, these legislators 
and other members of the Committees probably looked to 
professional educators for much guidance on the issue of 
62 
school finance. The professional educators' 
60 
Ibid. 
61 
opinions and 
Daily He~ald (Sapulpa), April 9, 1970, p. 1. 
62 
The following were some of the professional educators 
who assi.sted as resource persons and perhaps also influenced 
the Committees on Education as they worked on the school 
code: Dr. D. D. C~eech, State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Dr. Charles L. Weber, Director of the Finance 
Division, State Department of Education, Dr. 0. D. Johns, 
Assistant Dean of the College, University of Oklahoma, and 
Dr. Richard Jungers, Professor and Director of Education 
Extension, Oklahoma State University~ 
63 
recommendations were stated in a number of reports and 64 . 
103 
minutes, and as the finance section of the school code was 
proposed thier recommendations were a clear influence on the 
Committees as they worked on the school code. For example, 
Dr. Creech and Drj Weber had.discussed with the task force the 
need for revision, modernization, and simplification of the 
65 
foundation aid program. The need for revision, moderniza-
tion and si~plification was also stated by Dr. Richard 
Jungers and Dr. O. D. Johns.· Jungers and Johns noted in an 
address to the Legislative Committee on Revision and Codif-
ication of School Laws that the development of a new finance 
plan would·simplify the program so that not only· could it be 
easily understbod by professionals and lay people, but also 
66 
could lend itself to computerization. 
The task force .for the Oklahoma Commission on, Education 
made two recommendations to the Governor and ~egislature 
involving incentive aid. They were: 
(1) A flat grant to all school districts an amount 
of monej eqtial to Ei~ht Dollars (8~00) for the first pne mill 
levied and Six Dollars (6.00) for each additional .mill levied 
by the district of the five mill emergency and ten mill 
63 
First Annual Report,· Oklahoma Commission on Edu-
cation, (December, 1969), pp. 12-21. 
64 · . · 
Oklahoma Legislative Council, ·Minutes, October .30, 
1969, and November 13, 1969. · 
65 
First Annual Report, Oklahoma Commis.sion on Edu"."' . 
cation (December, 1969), p.. 13. 
·. · 66 . . . 
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes, October 30, 
1969, p. 2. . 
local support levies. 
(2) Amend the Oklahoma Constitution Article X, 
Paragraphy 9d to read: 
In addition to the levies hereinbefore auth-
orized, any school district fuay make a levy for the 
benefit of the schools of such district, in an 
amount not to exceed fifteen (15) mills on one 
dollar valuation of the taxable property in such 
district.when approved by a majority of the electors 
-Of the district voting on the question at an 
election called for such purpose by the board of 
education or upon petition signed by ten percent 
of the electors of the district; and, when approved,. 
shall be made each fiseal year thereafter until" 
repealed by a majority of the electors of the dis-
trict, voting on t~e question at an election called 
for such purpose. · 
Dr. O. D. Johns and Dr. Richard Jungers provided the 
Special Committee on Revision and Codification of School 
1011 
Laws with their recommendations for the finance article o·f the 
school code. 68 · In part, Dr. Jungers had noted to th7 eommit-
. ' ' 
tee that the major·departure from the then present. finance program 
was in the equalize.a percentage matching provision • 
. . . the State Legislature has committed itself to 
an incentive aid o'f $98. 00 per pupil by tne fiscal 
year 1970--71, fo·r every di'strict that levles the 
five mill emergency levy. . Th this way the wealthier 
districts cah levy five mills, receive.the same in-. 
centive per pupil as does the less able district. 
The.less able district generally must levy all. 
additional mills allowable to offer a program which 
is below the level of program.that the wealthy dis-
tririt can provide with thi five mills. The proposed 
plan would distribute_ the available.state contrb-
ution on an equalized basis on all mills levied by the 
67 _ _ 
. Fi-rst Annual Report, Oklahoma Commission on Edu-
cation (December, 1969), p. 1. 
68 . .·· 
For detailed explanation of the proposed school 
finance plan, $ee Appendix. 
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local district. The equalization would be based on a 
percentage grant that would be inve.rsely proportional 
to the districts' net equalized ~alue per child.69 
Further election consider~tions were evidenced as the 
Oklahoma Education Association delegate assembly, composed of 
some 500 school officials, had endorsed a resolution urging 
. . 
the .governor to sign the school .code primarily because the 
code had provided significant financial support for.common 
schools. The resolution noted that.the school code passed 
the House of Representatives by a 75-15 vote and cleared the 
Senate by a 41-4 ~ajority and therefore should receive the 
70 
signature of the Governor. The Oklahoma Education Assoc-
iation even hirited in the resolution that the Association 
would remove shcool sanctions, imposed early because of Okla-
homa's present weak educational program, if Governor Dewey 
Bartlett would si~n the school_ code. 
When Gov·ernor Bar.tlett vetoed the school code.,· a torrent 
· of criticism from the code.' s backers was set off and political 
forces.began to make alliances for the Governor's defeat for 
re-election. For example, Senator Al Terrill, majority 
. . 
leader, calied the governor's action "an open and defiant 
refusal to obligate this state for an investment in its most 
71 
precious commodity, .its young people." The Oklahoma 
69 
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes, November 13, 
1969. 
70 
Oklahoma 
1970, p. 1. 
71 . 
City T1mes (.Oklahoma City), April 24, 
Oklahoma Journal (oklahoma City), April 30, 1970, P• 
1. 
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Education Association President Dorothy Barnett said "the 
72 
governor may have set back educational progress for years." 
Dr. Scott Tuxhorn, a Republican and the governor's appointee 
as state school superintendent, said the bill was not petfect 
73 
but that Bartlett should have signed it. : Another criticism 
was leveled at the governor by David Hall, announced candidate 
for governor, in which he 
weapon, Governor Bartlett 
stated "using a fountain pen as his 
has robbed Oklahoma children of their 
74 
to quality education II 
In defense from the arry of criticism, Governor Bartlett 
cried "politics" and then defended his veto of the school 
code. He first stated that "the legislature has saddled the 
75 
next governor with a $20 million tax increase," secondly 
that his office had not been informed during discussions of 
the code, and finally that some lawmakers had political 
I 
motivations to embarras him and the teachers of the state. 
76 
Summary 
In this chapter, some observations were made regarding 
the 1949 and 1970 school codes. But primarily the chapter was 
72 
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concerned with an examination of the political forces which 
1.nfluenced the Gommlttees on Education as they worked on both 
codes. 
The most interesting observation about the school codes 
was their p~rallelism. Both codes were initiated by recom-
mendation from a preceeding legislative session, required a 
conference committee, and averaged the same length of time in 
the legislative process. 
A number of political forces were examined to demon-
strate their probable influence on the Committees on Education 
as they worked on the school codes of 1949 and 1970. Those 
forces included governors, committee chairmen, the legislative 
leadership, lobbyists, constituencies, professional educ~tors, 
and election considerations. The significance of these 
forces was apparent as on any given school issue certain 
problems emerged,. and consequently political alighnments 
were made for either the passage or defeat of the issue. 
The implication should be clear, that many school needs in 
either the program or brick and mortar area were not 
necessarily decided on "pure" educational value,. but on 
the political ability of given interests to obtain the 
resources. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE OKLAHOMA LEGISLATURE'S COMMITTEES ON 
EDUCATION: THEIR EXAMINATION AND 
ACTION REGARDING THE PROPOSED 
COMMON SCHOOL CODE OF 1970 
The Oklahoma Legislature, like any other legislature, 
is a complex institution. With a House composed of 101 
members and a Senate composed of 48 members, the legisla-. 
ture presents a diffenentiated structure of roles and 
subsystems for the performance of its many and diverse leg-
islative tasks. Many of these tasks are performed in 
committees, and therefore committees play a significant role. 
A good example was the proposed school code of 19 70, in 
which members of the education committees authorized a new 
public school code, passed on its appropriations, and 
approved changes in the laws affecting public s cho.ols. 
The normal process for most major legislation that is 
enacted by the Oklahoma State Legislature follows a distinct 
pattern. First, a study proposal1 is received by the Leg-
1 
The study proposal regarding the codification of 
public school laws was a result of House Concurrent 
Resolution 1010 of the First Session of the Thirty-
second Legislature, 1969. 
1 r, Q 
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islative Council 2 and assigned to the appropriate committee. 
The first task of the committee is to screen the proposal and 
to weigh its relative importance. Upon analysis, the com-
mittee will either reject the proposal or study it more 
intensively. If the latter is true, the study program 
. includes public hearings, consultations with governmental agen~ 
cies affected, and independent fact-finding and research. The 
individual committee recommendations then constitute the 
recommendations of the Legislative Council to the next regular 
session of the Oklahoma Legislature. 
Once these council re commendations · have been received 
by the Legislature, they are drafted in proper bill form and 
can be introduced in the House or Senate. The bill t.nen 
receives .a number3 and is read for the first .time by title 
only, and after its second reading, the bill is referred to 
an appropriat;e comniittee for consideration. 4 Through commit-
tee hearings, two or more sides. to the proposal in question 
discuss.the particular partis.of the bill that are qu~st~onaole. 
,.,._ , . ., 
This is a vital part of the process and allows for dirfenences 
of opinion to be aired, as well as compromises to be added to 
or .deleted from. the bill. The bill is then ~i ven one o.f 
many poss_ible recommendations-~,"do pass~'' "do pass as amended," 
2 
See Appendix H for the history and·statutory respon-
sibiliti~s of the Oklahoma Legislative Council. 
3 . .· 
The proposed common school code of 1970 was intro-
duced in the House of Representatives and received bill 
number 1590. 
4 
See Appendix I, J, K for House of Represeritatives 
and Senate rules on committee names, membership, and 
. procedures.· 
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or "do not pass." In the case of the proposed common school 
code of 1970, both the House of Representatives and Senate 
Committee on Education recommended a "do pass as amended." 
But prior to examining these committee amendments, two questions 
must be raised: ( 1) was the committee system in the Oklahoma 
Legislature a crucial area for the performance of legislative 
tasks related to the recommended common school code of 1970? 
and. ( 2) were the rriaj or educational decisions related to the 
recommended com:mon school code of 1970 made in the Interim 
Committee on Revision and Codification of. School Laws of the 
1970 Oklahoma Legislature and the Education Ccimmi ttees of the 
Second Session, Thirty-second Legislature? Another major 
question raised qy the examination of the school code of 1970: 
What role does the committee system play in common school 
. . . 
policy decisions made by the Okl:ahoma Legislature?. 
This.· question will be analyzed by .8.!l exarni.nation of a 
number of factors: 1) the House of Representatives and Senate 
a) work loads, .b) referral of bills and joint r~solut;ions to. 
the Education Committees, 5 c) action taken on education bills. 
and joint r~solutions, 6 and 2) · whether substantive i.ssues 
(related only .to the proposed common school code of 1970: were 
made in the Interim, House .and Senate Cornmi ttees on Education 
or in the Committees of the Whole. 
. . . ' . 
ing 
5 
See Appendix L arid Mon reference.of bills to stand-
c~tinittees of the House of Representatives and Senate. 
See Appendix N and O on action takeh on bills referred 
to standing committees. 
111 
While not specifically referring to education, one must 
recognize that the work load of the Oklahoma Legislature is 
demanding. The term "work load" refers to the disposition of 
legislative bills, their introduction, report by committees · 
and third reading. From 1968 to 1970, the House of Represen....:· 
tatives introduced 1,102 bills, reported 786 bills by 
committees, and gave third reading to 722 bills. During the 
same period the Senate introduced 984 bills, reported 768 bills 
by committees, and gave third reading to 723 bills. When 
third reading of a bill is made, the bill is sent to either 
the Senate or House of Representatives, depending on its 
origin, for consideration. Therefore, in addition to consid-
ering their own legislative measures, both the Senate· and 
House of Representatives must consider each other's legis-
lati ve measures, and this process increases their respective 
work loads. During this period, if the volume of legislative 
bills was an indicator of legislc1.tive work load, obviously 
Oklahoma legislators gave a considerable amount of time to 
public service. T However, of this work load, for the same 
period of time, how many legislative measures were referred 
to the Committees on Education? 
In 1968 the House of Representatives Committee on Edu-
cation received 40 bills, only exceeded by four other· 
7 
,There were a total of 196 Legislative days from 1968 
to 1970 to consider the introduction, report by committees, 
and third reading of all bills in the House of Represent-
atives and Senate 
112 
... 8 
committees in number of bills received for action. The 
Senate Committee on Education, in 1968, received 49 bills, only 
exceeded by three other committees in number of bills received 
for action .9 In 1969, . the House of Representative Committee 
.· 10 
on Education was fifth in number of bills received for action-, · 
while the Senate Committee on Education was fourth in number 
of bills received for acti~n. 11 In 1970, similar results 
were noted. The House of Representatives Committee on Educa-
tion· was third i.n the amount of bills re~eived for action12 
· · · 13 
and the Senate Committee on Education was fourth. 
What is the significance of the work 1.oad ·and number of 
bills referred to the Oklahoma Legislative Committees on 
Education? An assumption could be made that it establishes 
the importance of thes.e committees. This assumption is 
8 
Those conunittees were. Budget and Appropriations (131 
bills), Judiciary (89 bills),· Revenue and Taxation (64 bills), 
and Jurisp~udence (52 bills). 
9 . . 
Those committees were Judiciary ( 134 bills}, Appro- .· 
pria.tions and Budget (114 bills), and .Governmental Affairs 
(82 bills). · 
10 
Thode committees exceeding the Education Committee 
(56 bills) were Judiciary (177 bill~),. Appropriations and 
Budget (154 bills), Business Relations (64 bills) and 
Governmental Affairs {62'bills). 
11 . .. . 
·. Those committees exceeding the Education Committee 
(49 bills) were Judiciary (163 bills), Appropriations and 
· Budget ( 114 'bills),· and Governmental Affairs ( 81 bills). 
12 
Those cominittees exceeding the Educ/3,tion Committee (38 
~ills) were Appropriations and Budget (149 bills), and 
Judiciary (117 bills). ·· · 
13 
Those committees exceeding the Education Committee 
( 35 bills) were Judiciary (117 bills), Appropriations .and 
Budget. (110 b;ills) and Business Relations (41 bills). 
supported by the fact that for three years only three to 
four corrunittees exceeded the Education Corrunittees in the 
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amount of legislation that· was considered. It might be 
'rurther assumed that these cornmi ttees receive a large amount 
of attention from the m~dia and public by virtue of the 
number and importance of bills the.y consider. Therefore, 
these corruni ttees on education are among the prominent commit-
tees in the _Oklahoma Legislature on which legislators might 
aspire to serve as a member. An finally, it could be 
postulated that the Education Corrunittees are a crucial area 
for the. performance of legislative tasks. With these assump-
tions of the relative importance of the Oklahoma Legislative 
Committees on Education established, the next. consideration 
should be: Are the major educational decisions made in these 
committees? 
First, involved in this consideration, will be an 
examinatiprt of th~ kind c:>f ac:tion the Education Committees 
take on. a legislative measµre. Any committee in the Oklahoma 
Legislature may take one of the following actions. They are 
".do pass," "do pass as amended," "withdrawr'l," ."without. recom- · 
mendation," "without recommendation as amended" and "died in 
corrunit tee . " 
· ',, 14 Of these.possible· actioris, the "do pass as amended" 
14 
"Do pas as amended" means the COil1l11ittee has made 
changes in the introduced.version. of the_legislative 
mea~ure. 
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and "died in committee 1115 probably would provide a gauge as 
to whether major e~ucational decisions are made in committee. 
In 1968, the House of Representatives Committee on Education 
considered 40 bills, and of this· total 30 percent (12 bills) 
received a "do pass as amended" and 35 percent ( 14 bills) 
"died in committee." The Senate Committee on Education con-
side red 49 bills, and of this total 36. 7 percent (15· bills) 
received a "do pass as amended" and 24.5 percent (12 bills) 
"died in committee." This same pattern can be seen in 1969 
and 1970. Specifically, in 1970, the House of Representatives 
Committee on Education considered. 38 bills, and of this total 
29 percent (11 bills) received a "do pass as amended," and 
44.7 percent ().7 bills) !!died in .committee." In the Senate, 
the Cornmi ttee on Education considered 35 bill,s, and of this 
· total, 51.~ percent (18 bills) received a "do pass as .amended" 
and 22. 8 percent ( 8 bills) "died in committee." 
These statistics supp o:rt the prohab le imp.ortance of the 
Oklahoma Legislature's.Committees on Education, as few. legis;-
lative .measures relating to. education that are intro.duced 
pass through the "Education Committees wifh()ut. l;leing amended. 
Regardiess of whether the amendments are minor ·or major 
changes in .the bill, the changes are made in Committee. Or,. 
in many instances, legislative measures die in Co:rnmittee and 
15 
"Died in committee" means the committee did not allow 
the legislative measure to be considered beyond the commit-
tee; therefore it would b · "bl f 
measure to be6ome a law. e imposs1 e or _the legislative 
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never reach the Committee of the Whole for a final considera:-
tion. 
A second consideration will. be the substantive issues 
regarding the proposed common school code of 1970 which were 
considered in the Interim House and Senate Cornmi ttees on 
Education and the Committee of the Whole. Of these substantive 
issues, school reorganization and finance were given detailed 
examination in Chapter III, and the ·purpose of that examina-
tion was to show the political forces that influenced the 
Committees on Ed~cation as they worked on the school code of 
1970. Therefore·, the other substantive issues of election 
laws, per diem and salary adjustments, transportation, text-
books, and internal school policy matters that will now be 
mentioned will not be examined in terms of political forces 
that may have affected the issues and influenced· the Cornmittees 
on Education as they worked on the code. These issues will 
be traced through the Committe~s on Education and the Committees 
of the Whole to show where. the educational decisions were made. 
Interim Committee Activities Leading To 
The Proposed Common School; Code 
The. Special Interim Comrni ttee on Revision and Codifica-
tion of School. Laws determined at its first .meeting to consider 
and discuss the school laws section by section for the purpose 
of making changes and revisions deemed to be disirable. In 
accordance with this purpose, the special committee held thir-
teen: meetings in Oklahoma City and had a joint meeting of the 
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Senate and House Committees in the City of Tulsa. During the 
first meeting,· Senator Jack Short., Oklahoma City, suggested 
that di visions within the St ate Department of Education pt·e.,.. 
pare critiques with suggested changes of present school laws 
in t_heir respected areas and submit them to the committee for 
16 
evaluation. Representative Lonnie Abbott., Ada., and Senator 
Bryce Baggett, Oklahoma City, suggested representatives from 
Oklahoma State University., Oklahoma University., teacher prepar-
atory schools,· and the State Regents for Higher Education also 
should prepare critiques of present.school laws with sug-
gested changes. l 7 An examination was then made of the school 
laws by an analysis' of each.section of each article of the 
school code~ 18 This was accomplished by utilizing numerous 
resource persons and the coinmi ttee member critiques and sug-
gestions. 
The changes., deletions, and revisions in. the statutes 
relating to schools made by this committee were both substan-
tive and housekeeping in nature. 
Relative to Article I, which involved the scope, 
organization., and definitions of public school law., the major 
changes which were re commended and adopted by the Committee 
included a redefining of the "gerieral fund" .of a school 
16 
State Legislative Council, minutes Special Committee· 
on Revision and Codification of School Laws, Jurie 16., 1969, 
p. 2-3. 
17 
Ibid. 
18 
The proposed school law changes were.made from the 
Oklahoma Statutes, 1950 Title 70 "Schools" which encompassed 
twenty :i.rt 1.cles. 
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district to expressly exclude moneys derived from sale of 
bonds issued under the provisions of Section 26, Article X, 
Oklahoma Constitution, and providing that expenditures from 
the general fund may be capital or non capital in nature. 
Also canged was the redefining of the "building fund" of a 
school district by del~ting provision specifying how $ame 
may be invested, and declaring said .fund to ba a current 
expense fund. l9 
Two major changes in the public school laws relative to 
elections were found in Article II. One required that ·all 
elections in school districts be held at the same time each 
year and be conducted by the couhty election board, with the· 
affected school district reimbursing the county election 
t . 20 board for the expense of the elec ion. 
. ·. 
The second. changed 
annual meetings of school district electors in dependent 
school districts to fourth Tuesday in January, with the elec-
21 tion to be held from 7.a.fu. to 7 p.m. 
The public school laws relative to the State Department 
of Education encompasseo. in Article III were changed by 
increasing per diem compensation o.f members of the State 
Board of Education from $15 to $25, 22 and increasing .the · 
19 
. Oklah~ma Legislative Council, minutes Special Commit-
tee on Revision and Codification df'School Laws, September 
5, 1969, PPw 3-5. . 
20 . 
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special 
Committee on Revisio'n and Codification of School Laws 
September 11, 1969, p. 7. · · · · · ' 
21 . 
Ibid. · 
?2 
Ibid., p. 2. 
118 
salary of State Superintendent of Public Instruction from 
$19 ,500 to $25,000 per year, and increasing the salary of the 
. . . 
Deputy State Superintendent of Publi·c Instruction from $18,500 
· 23 to $22,500 per fear. 
There were several single major changes which were recom-
mended and adopted in numerous other Articles of the school 
laws. For example, in. Article VII which involved annexation 
and consolidation, a change provided procedures for when an 
independent or dependent high school district seeks ·to annex 
to a dependent grade school district. 24 The procedure pro·-
vided that when an independent or dependent high school district 
seeks to annex to a dependent grade school district, the 
election should be stayed twenty (20) days after the resolution 
or petition is f'.iled. Within this. period, the dependent 
district can circulate a petition to hold an election to 
either of these propositions is adopted by a majority of the 
qualified ele.ctors· in the district, then the result shall be 
final for at least one (1) year and the first petition or·· 
resolution shc:ill .be dissolved. If. no petition is circulated 
and no election. called or held within said twenty-day period, 
the first petition or resolution wi1·1 then be vote-d upon. 
Another single major change was found irt Article VIII, which 
involved transfer. of pupils and provided the procedure for 
23 
Ibid., p. 4. 
24 
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special Commit-
tee on Revision. and Codification of School Laws, October 2, 
1969, p~ 2. 
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cancelling. a transfer and relieving unearned portion of encum--
brance therefor wh,en residence is removed from the transferring 
district. 25 
Two major changes were re commended and adopted in Article 
IV relating to the county superintendent of schools. One 
changed the educational qualifications for county superinten-
dent of schools from standard Bachelor's .degree to standard 
26 · · . . Master's degree, and the second defined .the authority of 
deputy county. superintendent in event of illness., death or 
other disability of county superintendent. 27 
Still ·another major change recommended and adopted by 
the Int·erim Committee was in Article XIV., Vocational-Technical 
Education., and stated that a treasurer for the area vocational-
technical school board of education could. be the county 
treasurer or .a.n independent ~reasurer. 28 Also in this same 
article., if area vocational-technical school districts and 
. independent school districts were coterminous., an .individual 
could serve on both boards; otherwise separate elections would 
be he.ld. 29 
The final major change.recommended and adopted in the 
25 
Oklahoma 
tee on Revision 
1969., p. 2~ 
2 6··-· ·-. 
Legisiative Council., Minutes· Special Commit-
and .. Godification 9f s_chool Laws; October 9, 
Oklahoma .Legislati've Council., Minutes Special Conunit~ 
tee on Revision a.nd Codification of School·Laws., November 6., 
1969., p. 2 .. 
27 · 
Ibid . ., p. 3. 
28 
Oklahoma 
tee on Revision 
.25., 1969, p. 2· . 
. 29 
Ibid. 
Legislative Councii., Minutes Special Conimit-
and Codification of School Laws; September 
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Special Committee on Revisions and Codification of.School 
Laws occurred in Article XVIII., the finance section of the 
school la.ws. A foundation plan was adopted for a four-year 
30 period at a cost of 51 million dollars. The plan estab-
lished the basic support level per pupil at $250.0o.31 
For each classroom unit in special education., a school 
district would be given an allowance of $4 .,500. 32 For 
each vocational education classroom unit., a school district 
would be granted an _additional $2 ,500. 33 Also., school 
districts would be allowed 75 percent of the actual. cost of 
providing pupil transportation based on the ave_rage for that 
part six years. 34 The· final factor in the foundation program 
cost., that of the· allowance for minimum costs for administra-
_tion., was calculated at $90 .00 per pupil of each. of the first 
250 pupils with a· minimum allowance for 160 pupils or less 
for independent districts .35 
The state participation in this foundation program was 
referred to as the foundation program income. It was deter-
mined by subtracting from. the above stated costs certain 
tee 
13., 
tee 
13, 
30 
· Oklahoma Legislative Council., Minutes Special Commit-
on Revision and Codification of School Laws., November 
1969., p. 3. 
31 
Ibid . ., p. 2. 
32 
Oklahoma Legislative Council., Minutes Special Comrnit-
on Re.vision and Codification of School Laws., November 
1969., p. 2. . · 
33 
Ibid. 
34 . 
Ibid. 
35 · 
Ibid. 
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revenues which were called chargeable income. These items 
included 15 mills of the net equalize·d valuation of the 
district, 75 perc.ent of the districts' share of the county 
four-mill levy and the dedicated revenues. 36 The dedicated 
revenues are the districts' school land allocations,· auto 
license income, gross production income. and REA income. 37 
There were a total of thirteen substantive changes and 
numerous housekeeping changes recommended and adopted· in the 
school laws by this interim committee. However, there 
were a numb.er· of· other substantive issues relati,~g to the 
school laws debated in this committee. But none received 
a favorable col;IlITiittee vote. arid consequently died in the 
committee. As a result of this .committee's efforts and their 
recommendations, House Bill 1590, entit Ied an act relating to 
the publi_c schools of Oklahoma, estab"lishing a code for the 
public school system ·or the state ... , was introduced· in 
the second sessi.on of the. Thirty-Second. Oklahoma L_egislature. 
·. House of Representatives Activities on the 
Proposed Common School Code 
The Oklahoma House of Representatives, Committee on 
Education, of the second session Thirty-second Legislature 
received House Bill 1590, which was the revision and codi-
fication of the._public schools made by the Interim Committee, 
36 
Ibid.· 
37 
Ibid. 
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on January 12, 1970 .. After the Committee's careful review 
and analysis, they re commended a "do pass" as amended on 
January 29, 1970~ Their a~tions were similar to that of the 
Interim Committee, in which both ·made several "housekeeping" 
amendments and a few substantive amendments in the school 
laws. 38 
The Oklahoma House of Representatives unlike the Interim 
Committee on Education amended the s choo1 laws in Articie VI 
relating to teachers by providing that no school district 
sould deduct from a teacher's salary more than that amount 
which was paid. the substitute teacher due to the absence of 
the regular teacher. Regarding this same article, the com-
mittee also provided that teachers could be paid in twelve 
equal payments provided they: 
1) perform such services during the months·schoo1 is 
not in session, accordi?'lg to their specified contract 
2) attend a recognized college or university for not less. 
than two months during the summer of every third 
year, if required to do so by the board of education. 
The Interim Committee recommended and: adopted two criteria 
involving the procedure for annexation ax.id concolidation; by 
petition of the voters and resolution by. the district.board, 
38 
The substnative and housekeeping amendments adopted by 
the House of Representatives Committee on Education were 
reflected in their final standing committee report of 
Janu~ry 29·, 1970. This report is attached to the original 
bill and is located in the Archives of the Oklahoma State· 
Department of Libraries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 
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while the House of Representatives Committee on Education 
added. a third procedural requirement making annexation pos-
sible only if the district to be annexed is transferring 300 
or more students. 
The final ·substantive amendment occurred in.Article 
XVI relating to textbooks. In this article, the committee 
made five changes which were not made by the Interim, and 
they related to the ob ligations and responsibilities of 
textbook publishers and school districts. Within this 
context, procedures were established for the collection of ole 
texi;;books by the publishers, school district superintendents 
could request examination copies of textbooks, and the State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction could file a complaint 
with the Attomey General for the publisher's failure to 
comply with the obligation of their contract on textbooks. 
From this examination there were a total of eight sub-
stantive amendments made by the House of Representatives 
Committee on Education and they involved teacher policies., 
textbooks, anne_xation, and· consolidation. Although there 
may have been other .attempts to amend the school laws, no 
written record was kept of committee activit.;i.es, except for 
the final standing committee report. This report was ref'erred 
to the Committee of the Whole of the House of Representatives 
f'or consideration. 
In the Committee of the Whole of the 1-j:ouse of Representa-
tives, there were s::i.xty-one amendments conside_red to the 
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proposed common school code of 1970. 39 From this total., 
thirty.:..three were. passed and ten of those were substantive in 
nature and the balance were housekeeping amendments to school 
laws. 
The House of Representatives Committee on Education 
changed the statutory language. of Article II relating to 
elections which ·dealt with illegal voting in school elections. 
This committee provided a fine of one thousand dollars and 
thirty days in the county jail. However., the House Committee. 
of the Whole reinstated the original statutory language which· 
stated that such illegal voting practices would. be punishable 
by a fine of not less than one hundred dollars and not more 
than five hundred dollars or by imprisonment i.n the . county 
jail not to exceed sixty days or both such a fine and 
~mprisonrrtent. 
In Article V relating to school districts and boards of 
education; . the House .. Committee of the Whole made three amend-
ments. These three amendments were unrelated to any Interim 
or House Committee action., but were only additions to the 
statutory language. The first stated that where· the charter 
of a city which has a school population of 50 .,000 or more., and. 
is not divided into wards., such school district. shall be 
required to designate school attendance areas with school 
district boundari·es as nearly equal· in attendance as possible 
39 
The Committee of the Whole amendments to the proposed 
common school·code of 1970 are attached to the original bill 
and and are lodate~·in the Archives of the Oklahoma State 
Department of Libraries, dklahoma City) Oklahom~~ 
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and in number. according to the number of school board members 
to be elected, providing that only one person shall be elected 
from each such attendance area, and shall be a resident of 
the area from which he is elected.. The second provided for 
provisions and procedures for recall of local board members. 
Basically, the provisions and procedures provided for recall 
by a majority of the voters seeking to recall the board 
member and the election shall be called by petition of twenty 
percent of the electors. And finally, regarding the powers 
of local school d1,stricts, an additional power granted by the 
Committee of the Whole was to lease any publicly owned land 
needed for. school purposes and use any monies in the general 
revenue fund of the district available therefor to construct 
improvements there on. 
. . 
The statutory language relating to the provisions for 
teachers to appeal decisions by the PrcifessionalPractices 
Commission and State .Board of Education was amended by the 
House Committee of' the .Whole. These provisions were found in 
Article VI relating to teachers and stated that an. appeal 
may be made by the teacher to the district court within thirty 
days after the decis·i·on of the commission and State. Board as 
prescribed by the State, Administrative Procedures Act. 
Through Article VII regarding the transfer of pupils, 
two amendments to .formE:!r Interim and House Comm1 ttee action 
were made by the House Co;rnmi ttee of the Whole, of which both 
were reasons for transfer. The Article state that if the 
health of a child is hindered by .. attendance in the district in 
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which he resides or if without a transer., there ·could be a 
detriment to the child's behavior., then trans fer was a.llowab le. 
New statutory language was inserted by· the Committee of 
the Whole into Article IX regarding transportation. . I_t pro-
vided that it shall be unlawful for any school bus driver., 
whether an employee of a school district or an independent 
contractor operating a bus for any school district., to over-
load any school bus used to furnish transportation to school 
children. Overloading was defined to mean the transportation 
at any one time of a greater number of .children than there is 
s_pace provided irt the bus for every child to be seated. 
Two amendments to the Interim Committee recommendation 
were made to Article XVIII regarding the finance section for 
educational improvement:, one involving teachers' salaries and 
the other calculation of average daily attendance. The former 
provided . • . "For each additional month emp.loyed., the addi-
tional salary shall be calculated on the b.asis of one tenth 
(1/10) of the minimum teacher's salary as prescribed by the 
school code. in.effect for the school.year.the teacher is · 
employed." . The latter provided that .when there have 
been unusual decre_ases in A.D.A. · in districts having military 
installatio;n'S., the district's state aid shall not be changed 
for a period of two ( 2) ·years thereafter. 
Senate Activities on the Proposed 
Common School Code 
On January 17, 1970., Engrqssed House l3i.ll 1590. was 
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received by the · Senate and on January 18 the bi 11 was assigned 
to the Senate Committee on Education. After careful analysis 
and review, this committee also recommended a "do pass" as 
amended on March 24, 1970. However, the substantive amend-
men ts in school laws made by this committee were far more 
numerous than those made by both the Interim and House Com-
mittees on Education. In addition to the substantive 
amendments, there were also a number of "housekeeping" amend-
ments to the school laws made by the Senate Committee on 
Education. 40 
The Senate Committee on Education amended the statutory 
langu·age and the Interim Committee recommendation relative to 
Article II of the School· laws Which related to elections by 
providing that: All elections held for the purpose of elect-
ing a member or members of the board of education of area 
school districts, and all elections held in such districts 
for the purpose of voting on the question of making any levy 
or levies authorized ·by Article X, Section 9B., of the Oklahoma 
Constitution.,· may be held on the fourth Tuesday in February 
of each year. It shall be the duty of' the board of education 
of each such area school district to call the elections 
herein provided for and to fix the place or places where such 
40 
The substantive and housekeeping amendments adopted 
by the Senate Committee on Education were ref'lected in their 
final standing committee report of March 24, 1970. This 
report is attached to the original bill and is located in 
the Archives of the Oklahoma State Department of' Libraries, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 
128 
elections shall be held, by appropriate resolution of the 
board. Further, the filing for office of members of the 
board of education of an area school district shall be made 
with the county election board or the county wherein super-
vision of the a~ea school district is located. If the area 
school district lies in more than one county, the county 
election board wherein the filing is required to be made, 
as above provided, shall notify the county election board of 
the other affected county or counties of the names of the 
candidates filing for the election, the levy or levies to 
voted on, the places such elections will be held in each 
· such county, and other information as deemed necessary to 
enable such other county election boards to conduct such 
election. In this same area, the Committee amended only the 
statutory language relating. to. schools by increasing the fine 
for voting illegally in school elections· from $500 .00 to 
$1,000.00. 
In Article III relating to the State Department of 
Education, the Committee amended the statutory language, 
Interim Committee re commendations and House qf Representative 
amendments regarding the qualification requirements of county· 
and district superintendent of schools and principals by 
allowing an "administrative certificate" as an alternative 
qualification to hold such a position. Amendments to the 
statutory law written by the House of Representatives regard-
ing the reasons and procedure for recall of school board 
members was deleted completely from Article V, relating to 
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school districts and boards of education, by .the Senate 
Committee on Education. Also deleted from this same article 
was the House of Representatives amendments to the statutory 
language relati.ng to filling of unexpired terms for boa.rd 
members and hew language added as follows: If a vacancy 
occurs on the Boarq. of Education leaving an unexpired term 
cif more than one year, this position shall be filled by · 
appointment by a majority of the remaining board members, 
until the next annual school election, at which time the 
position will be .filled by election for the unexpired term. 
Within this same article, the Senate Committee on 
Education made three other substantive amendments ·to the. 
school laws, all of which related to local school board 
meetings and the_ir member.s' compensation. They changed the 
per diem frOm $50. 00 to $25 .00 per meeting, changing number 
of school board meetings .with compensat·ion from eight to 
four, and adq.ing. the. fo'llowing language: If a school dis-
trict has an ~verage daily at~endance of less than forty 
thousand ( 40 ,ooo ), each member of the board of ¢ducation of 
such district may be pa_id from the· district's. general fund a 
per diem of Ten Dollars ($10.00) for each regu{ar, · special or 
adj o_urned meeting of the board of education that he attends, 
but not for more than four ( 4) meetings in any calendar 
month. Thes.e amendments to.the school laws we.re again 
alterat;ions in the statutes,. Int~rim Commi t~ee recommendations, 
and House·. of Repre·s~ntati'-ves amendments. 
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New language was also added to Article V by the Senate 
Committee on Education which stated: In determining the 
eligibility of the school district to make an emergency levy 
under the provisions of Section 9 ( d) of Article X, Oklahoma 
Constitution, as amended, the legal current expenses of the 
district shall be all the expenditures from the General Fund 
fo the district during the preceding year, except (1) expendi-
tures for transportation of pupils, (2) capital outlay, (3) 
debt service, and ( 4) the amount appropriated from any pre-
vious emergency levy and the Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ( $250 .00) 
per capita cost fixed by said Section 9 (d) of Article X, Okla-
homa Constitution, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 
is hereby increased to One Thousand Dollars ($1.,000.00) for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and said sum of One 
Thousand Dollars ($1,00Q.OO} shall thereafter be increased or 
decreased by the State Board of Education in proportion to the 
increase or decrease in the per. capita income of Oklahoma 
citizens. 
In Article VI the annexation and consolidation procedures 
for independent or dependent high school d:i,stricts seeking 
to annex to a dependent grade school distr_ict adopted by the 
Interim Cammi ttee and affirmed by the House of Representatives 
was completely deleted by the Senate Committee. 
The minimum average daily attendance requirement of 
twenty, set by .the House of Representatives, was amended by 
. the Senate Cammi ttee to be twenty-five. 
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There were six substantive amendments by the Senate Com-
mittee in Article VII, relating to transfer of pupils. 
They included striking the· language which would prohihi t a 
school district from receiving transfer fees of the district 
qualified for more than twenty-five dollars foundation program 
. and per child, and adding the following language: 
An application for transfer of a child from the district 
in which he resides to another district must be granted if 
one or more of the following grounds is affirmatively stated 
in the application for transfer: 
a. The district in which the child resides ·does not offer 
the grade that such ·child is entitled to pursue; or 
b. The district in which the child reside"s or the school 
he attends therein does not offer· a subject that the child is 
eligible to take at the time he is eligible to take it; or 
c. The child has. atten().ed school in the district. to 
which the transfer is sought during the school year next pre-
ceding the school year for wh:i,ch .the transfer. is. sm1ght; or 
d. The good health of the child requires such ·transfer 
and a verified statement· to that effect by a person licensed 
to practice tne healing arts is submitted with the applica-
tion; or 
e. Such transfer is requested by a parent or legal 
guardian of the child, or any person having actual custody 
. of the child; or 
f. The appropriate school o.f the district . to .which 
the transfer is sought. is cl9ser or more accessible to the 
residence of· the child than the school he would otherwise 
attend in the district in which he resides; and substitu-
ting the following language: 
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•rransfers shall be effective for a period of not less 
than one (1) full school year and the transferring student 
may not rescind the transfer without the written consent of 
the receiving district and the sending district. The 
receiving district shall have the prerogative od desig-
nating which school within its district such transferring 
student shall attend and this may be done on an individual 
basis or by general rules and regulations adopted by the board 
of such receiving district. Provided, however, that the 
receiving district may decline to accept any transfer student 
if, in the opinion of the board and superintendent of such 
receiving district, to do so would result in overburdening· 
the facilities, personnel or other educational resources of 
the receiving district, and i.f the district in which the child 
resides does offer the grade which the child ·is en tit led to 
pursue. Substituting the following language it was also stated 
that: If any district from which transfers have been made. 
shall fail, neglect or refuse to make an effective appropri-
ation of the transfer feew required by law or shall fail, 
neglect or refuse for any reason whatsoever to pay the same, 
then ·the St ate 'Board of Education and its Finance Di vision 
shall, upon the written request of the district rece;tving 
such transfers and entitled to such tpansfer fees,with-
hold the amount of. such transfer fees. from any State Aid 
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otherwise due and payable to the said district from which 
transfers have been made and shall make payment of the amount 
thereof directly and forthwith to the district receiving 
such transfers and entitled to such transfer fees for the 
account of the district from which such transfers have been 
made. Provided, however, that the district receiving such 
transfers shall give credit on such transfer fees to the 
district from which such transfers have been made for all 
amounts received as State Aid, auto license and farm truck 
tax and gross production tax by reason of the inclusion of 
such transferred students in the computation of pupils in 
average daily attendance in the district to w1 .ich the students 
have transferred. Many of the Senate Cammi ttee actions in 
Article VII were amendments to the statutes, Interim Cam-
mi ttee re commendations and House of Rep~'.'esent ati ves amend-
ments. 
Regarding Article IX which involves transportation, the 
Senate Committee made only one substcllltive amendment. The 
amendment was a substitution of language to the statute 
which stated: The operation of said vehicles by school dis-
tricts. in transporting school children shall be deemed a 
proprietary function of government and not a public govern-
ment function and an action for damages may be brought 
against a school district under the provisions of this section. 
All amendments made by the Interim Committee and House 
of Representatives relating to Article XVI, the textbook 
article, were deleted by the Senate Committee, and the orig-
inal statutory language was reinstated. 
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The most dramatic amendments made by the Senate occurred 
in Article XVIII relating to the finance section for school 
improvement. In this Article, the comtni ttee changed several 
of the Interim Committee arid House of Representatives 
amendments. Regardin.g the formula for financing public 
schools, the basic foundation support level was changed as 
follows:· 1970-71 from $250.00 to $575.00, 1971~72 from 
$260 .00 to $595 .00, 1972-73 from $270 .00 to $610 .00, 1973-74 
from $280.00 to $630.00. The average expenditure for pupil 
transportation was changed from 75% to 50%. The size cost 
adjustment which. included district average daily attendance 
calculation criteria and max:tmum amount allow ab le was com-
pletely deleted. 
New language regarding the formula for determining 
average assessment and sales ratio was inserted into Article 
XVIII and read as follows: With each deed or other instrument 
of conveyance tendered to the county clerk for filing ·and re-
. . . .. ·, 
cording there shall be.submitted a ·statement in writing and 
under oath by the gra.ritee or other recipient of such convey-
ance. of the . actual cash consideration fo:t:i such deed or 
instrument· of. conveyance and the assessed valuation as of the 
date of the deed or other instru ment of conveyance and the 
assessed valuation as of the. date of the de.ed or other 
instrumen.t. The statement shall be made upon forms to be 
prescribed by. the Oklahoma Tax Commission. One copy thereof 
shall be transmitted by the county· clerk to the. county asses-
sor and one copy shall be transmitted to the Oklahoma Tax 
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Commission. If such consideration was not wholly in cash, 
then the statement shall set forth the unpaid balance of any 
mortgage debt assumed or to which the property is subject, 
and any other thing of value constituting consideration in 
the transaction. The Oklahoma Tax Commission is hereby 
authorized and directed to make rules and regulations to 
require a full, complete and accurate statement of the bona 
fide consideration in each such transaction. 
In the Committee of the Whole of the Senate, there were 
two amendments considered to the proposed common school code 
of' 1970. 41 . From neither were passed. These were sub st anti ve 
amendments related to the finance section of the proposed 
code. These amendments were extremely significant, becaw~e 
the finance section of the proposed code was the heart of the 
entire bill. The fact that they failed provides some in.di-
cation of the strength of the . conimi ttee. 
If a checklist were devised from the above study of the 
Committees on Education and the Committee of the Whole 
activities relating to substantive issues discussed 
regarding the prqposed common school code of 1970 it 
would look like the following·chart: 
41 
The Committee of the Whole amend.ments to the proposed 
common school code of 1970 are attached to the original bill 
and are located in the Archives of the Oklahoma State Depart-
ment of Libraries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. These amendments· 
are also printed in the Senate Journal of the year in which 
the "bill was enacted. 
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House of Cpmmittee 
Interim Representatives Senate of the 
Substantive Issue ( s) Committee Committee Committee Whole 
1) Redefining o.f 
certain educational x x x NC 
language· 
2) Procedural changes 
in election laws x x x NC 
3) Per diem and 
salary adjustments x x x NC 
4) Procedures· for 
annexation and 
consolidation x x x NC 
5) Changing of 
educational re-
quirements to 
hold educational 
office x x x NC 
6) Procedures· 
for transfers x x x NC 
7) Filling of unexpired 
terms on boards Of 
education x NC 
8) New financial for-
mula for support of 
2ub li c schools x x x. NC 
9) Redefining teaching 
resEonsibilities x ·x x· 
10) Changing of text-
. book laws x x x NC 
11) Changing of trans.,-
Eortation laws x NC 
X amendments ·made in comrni ttee or Cammi t tee . of the Who le .. 
As the chart reflects, the majority of.the amendments to 
the proposed common school code of 1970 were made within the 
committee system of the Oklahoma Legislature and few amend-
ments were made in the Committee of the Whole. Therefore, 
it is .safe to· assume that key common school policy decisions 
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were made in the committee sys tern of the Oklahoma Le gis lat ure. 
Of the amenqments made by these committees, some conclud-
ing statements are in order: 
1) The House of Representatives genera1ly accepted the 
recommendations of the Interim Committee on revisions 
and codification of school laws. 
2) The Senate Committee on Education made some dramatic 
changes in almost all amendments made by the Interim 
and House Committees on Education. 
3) Numerous. kinds of substantive issues were consid-
ered. Regarding each, many political forces 
probably operated on the Education Committees, such 
as rural and urban constituencies, lobbyists, gover-
nors, committee chairmen, legislative leaders, and 
elect ion considerations. 
Each of these statements could be developed into numerous 
studies regarding political forces that influenced committee 
activities in the Oklah9ma Legislature, but our purpose was 
simply to demonstrate that many key decisions are made in 
committee. 
Summary 
Two questions are raised in this chapter., Was the 
committee system in tb.e Okl.ahoma Legislature a crucial 
area for the perf()rmarice of legislative .tasks related to 
the recommended school code of 1970 and were the major 
educational decisions related to the recommended common 
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school code made in the Interim Committee on Revision and 
Codification of School Laws of the 1970 Oklahoma Legislat_ure 
. . 
and the Education Committees of the second sess:i.on, Thirty-
second Legislature? 
In answering these questions, an examination was made of· 
the overall work load of the Legislature, the. number of 
bills in the Education Committees, and the action taken on 
education bills. In addition, the substantive issues re-
lated to the proposed common school code were traced through 
the Interim, House, and Senate Committees on Education and 
the Committees of the Whole. Through the examination, 
determination was made that the work load of the Legislature 
was demanding, and that the Education Committees received 
and acted upon a large majority of legislative bills in any 
given legislative year and. legislators probably aspired to 
serve. on these committees because of the significant amount 
of le g:islation the Education Committees addressed. Finally, 
it was determined that much of the action which occurred in · 
the Education Committ~e. was not alteredJ,n .. the .. Committee of 
the Whole. 
The last statement is perhaps the most signif'l.cant. 
By tracing sub st anti ve issues through the legislative 
process, the first question of the committee system of· the 
Oklahoma Legislature as being the crucial area for the per-
formance of legislative tasks was answered affirmatively 
and supported'. .The. ·second question · of whether major 
edueational decisions related to the school code were made 
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in the Committees on Education was also answered affirmatively 
and supported. But Chapter III had shown that there were a 
number of political forces that influenced the committees as 
they worked on the school code. Therefore, the question must 
be raised, even though the decisions were made in committee, 
were the committees merely a mirror for those forces or did 
the committees provide real leadership in educational change? 
To put the question another way, was the Legislature a 
reactionary body or did they take a leadership role in 
educational decisions related to the school code of 1970? 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 
The politics of education is a new and still largely 
i 
uncharted area of research. Few ~ducators, and even fewer 
citizens, recognize the relationship of politics to educa-
tion. 
Several scholars have attempted to show that relation-
ship. For example, Roald Campbell stated that educational 
policy making at all governmental levels is immersed in 
politics and Roscoe Martin pointed out that politics may be 
a way of looking at the public school system and its manage-
ment. Ralph Kimbrough noted that if the educational leader 
has opinions about educational policies and ~akes action, 
politics is involved. What these scholars have attempted to 
say is simply that there exists a vital and longstanding 
connection between politics and education. That connection 
is further documented by noting that there are 17,000 local 
school districts in the United States, and the government of 
education in each of these local districts is somewhat 
unique. There are also the other entities of federal, state, 
city and county government which might be involved in the 
government of education. 
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When decisions are made by these various entities of 
government, controversy usually occurs. These controversies 
are generated by demands upon government and generally these 
demands are greater than the resources. Therefore, when 
entities of government begin to convert the demands into 
public policy, controversies arise as to which demands (edu-
cation, hospitals, health, highways, etc.) will get the 
I 
attention of legislative policymakers. Another significant 
consideration is that as demands on available resources 
grow, education, like other institutions, will have to com-
pete for what is available. 
In reference to the Oklahoma Legislature, few legisla-
tors would question their responsibility for conversion of 
serious demands of their constituents into public policy. 
Regarding educational policy this study found that conver-
sion of demand to policy occurs in the committee system. 
However, the committee system, as powerful a~ it is, is not 
a free agent. It is subjected to a myriad of forces which 
attempt to influence its work. The forces that influenced 
the Committees on Education as they worked on the common 
school codes of 1949 and 1970 were examined in this study. 
Those forces included governors, committee chairmen, legis-
lative leaders, lobbyists, rural and urban constituencies, 
and election-year politics. Finally, the importance of the 
committee system in the Oklahoma Legislature was examined. 
This study revealed that the Legislature was involved in the 
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educational decision-making process and that involvement was 
primarily reflected through the activities of the Committees 
on Education. 
If indeed, education and politics are inseparable, the 
major speculative question raised by this work ts: "What 
possibilities exist for school reform?" 
The Oklahoma Constitution contains language to the 
effect that the Legislature has thb responsibility for main-
taining a thorough and efficient system of public education. 
In fulfilling this obligation, the legislature has generally 
enacted statutes regarding the structure, policy and finance 
of common school education. But the· state provisions in 
these areas generally have fallen far short. The legislature 
then is confronted with perplexing problems as they seek to 
satisfy the constitutional mandates and court decrees rela-
tive to good schools for all. To further complicate, state 
financial resources are limited, and therefore, legislation 
enacted regarding common schools is based upon political 
responses to educational needs. These responses are often 
generated without adequate theoretical and policy framework 
derived from empirical research. Those political responses 
to educational issues could be classified as neutral, favor-
able, or negative, and are made because "political" consider-
ations were involved in the educational decision-making 
process. In other words, an educational policy only has 
value if that policy will gain a majority of legislative 
votes for its passage. Generally, to obtain a majority of 
/ 
143 
votes on any legislative issue, compromises and trade-offs 
are inevitable. 
The compromises and trade-offs on legislation are 
usually a result of the strength of political forces which 
influence legislators as they work o~ a major piece of legis-
lation. Those forces were evidenced in the common school 
codes of 1949 and 1970, where governors, committee chairmen, 
legislative leadership, lobbyistsJ professional educators, 
constituencies, and election considerations had provided con-
siderable influence for the passage of the school codes. If 
political forces have a significant impact and influence on 
legislators, as they apparently do, then the Legislature is 
basically going to be a reactionary body rather than a leader-
ship body in the educational decision-making process. 
If meaningful school reform is to occur, it is most likely 
to come from those who know something about the needs of the 
schools; that is the professionals. If this study demonstrates 
anything, it demonstrates that the professionals, although they 
had significant input into the school code of 1970, were not by 
any means the most significant political force. All too often, 
there exists a wide division among professional educators as 
to what is good for education in Oklahoma. Consequently, their 
political influence is weakened by their diversification of 
views and they are only able to achieve limited goals. Other 
forces probably less informed, were responsible for modifica-
tion of the code. The result was a change surely, but not 
sweeping reform. Thus, the key feature of the school code, 
that of equalization of s~hool finance, was modified to the 
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extent that it did not provide the deep and sweeping reform 
advocated by the experts. The Legislative committees appeared 
to be guided in their actions as much by political considera-
tions as by the real need for a comprehensive restructuring 
of school finance. 
A major implication of this study would seem to be that if 
carefully researched reform is to occur, it would be necessary 
I for the professionals to exert much more political power than 
they were able to in the school code struggle. Educators then 
can only achieve an expansion of their goals in proportion to 
the amount of influence or power they are able to exert on the 
legislative committees and Legislature. Further, educators 
who would like to change the pattern of education, which nor-
mally involves increased expenditures, will be compelled to 
negotiate with Legislators who are pressured by other interests 
that desire other goals. However, the effectiveness of educa-
tors in using political techniques and in penetrating govern-
mental systems to obtain their desired goals seems limited. 
This limitation seemed apparent as other political forces had 
a greater influence on the school code. If this is true it 
seems unlikely that educational reform will come in the near 
future, as the Legislature and its important education com-
mittees will bow to political forces, necessitating compro-
mises which will result in a fragmented system of common school 
education in Oklahoma. That system will reflect the vested 
interests of those political forces which hold the greatest 
political considerations will continue to deter the Legislature 
from bold and· aggressive action. 
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The Proposed School Finance Plan 
Basic Principles 
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Examination of the present sc.hool finance plan reveals that 
there· are many inequities in the educational opportunities existing 
in the various districts in the State. Furthermore, most of the 
districts having the severest limits on educational opportunities 
are asking the citizens to make a greater financiai sacrifice to 
attain these limited opportunities. 
One of the major goals in the developmen~ of the new finance 
plan was to provide greater quality of oportuni ty through more 
comparable efforts · on the par't of taxpayers across the State. 
The present finance plan is geared to bench-marks dating 
back to 1963-64 based on the overall plan developed several decades 
ago. Increases in financial efforts by- the State have tended to 
widen, rather than narrow the gap between the relatively poor and 
relatively rich districts. Consequently, a further goal .in the 
development of a new finance plan was to lend reasoning to the 
appli.cation of the additional financial aids provided at state 
level. 
. ·~ 
The present finance plan has undergone adj u.stment over the 
years with sincere. effort to improve education in t;he State. 
Through these adjustments, the plan has become difficult to 
administer and extre.mely difficult to understand. Therefore, 
another goal in the development of the new finance plan was to 
simplify the program so that not only could it be easily under-
stood by professionals ·and lay people as well but also could lend 
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itself to computerization so that there could be a rapid calcula--
tion of the aids due to the districts in the state. 
Adjustments are constantly necessary in all states. Therefore 
a major goal sought in the new finance plan was to develop a pro-
cess through which changes in financial allocation could be made 
without destroying the principles of equality of opportunity and 
effort while still maintaining the basic simplicity of the plan. 
Several handicaps exist in the development of any new finance 
plan. In Oklahoma, constitutional limits restrict changes that 
can be made without constitutional amendment. The proposed new 
finance plan is devised to operate without constitutional change 
and still attain the goals which are set forth in previous para-
graphs. Even desirable minimum efforts at equalization, to say 
nothing about optimum equalization., require considerable increases 
in state appropriations. Efforts at eq-ualization should not 
reduce exemplary programs to mediocrity but rather must· dire ct 
inadequate programs toward excellence. The proposed new plan is 
designed to ·continue the trend toward upgrading aid to less able 
districts over a period of years as additional funds become avail-
able. This may be accomplished without distorting the principles 
on which the plan is· developed. 
Basic Procedures 
State participation in educational financing. in Oklahoma as 
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proposed by the new financ.e plan would be based on two aspects. 
The foundation program aspect is similar to the minimum program 
concept used in the. present finance program. It is based on the 
constitutional provisions establishing the major changeable costs. 
The foundation program· concept is still favorably·. considered by 
most present day experts in educational finance. · Consequently, 
no provision for constitutional change is included in the proposed 
plan. Unfortunately, constitutional provisions set change ab le 
income at a rate too low to establish an adequate foundation base 
support. However, the second aspect of the proposed plan is 
designed to provide an equitable matching plan which establishes 
a level of state support which is inversely proportional to the 
equalized property value in each distritt. 
The Foundation Program. . The cost of the. foundation program 
is determined by granting a base support level per pupil which 
· would be uniform in all districts. This represents a moj or depar-
ture from the present minimum program concept. The puptl would be 
used as the unit for 9-etermining need whereas the present program 
uses the teacher unit to establish the cost. Several other 
factors are incJ,uded in establishing the foundation program cost. 
These are special education, vocational education, transporta-
tion, and.minimum cost of administration. 
Current testing of the overall plan established the. basic 
support level per pupil at $250. .This level is used because in 
relationship to the equalizing matching grants, a !'ealistic total 
per pupil income should be reached. For each classroom unit in 
special education, a di.strict is given an ·allowance of $4500. This 
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sum is selected because· of the fact special education classes must 
have a smaller pupil/teacher ratio. · This represents an increase 
in financial aid to schools which provide the special education 
programs. For each vocational education classroom unit, a district 
is granted an additional $2500. This amount is based on present 
practice in vocational education and grants aid in about the same 
proportion as is granted under the present system. Districts 
operating a state approved vocational technical school would not 
receive this grant be cause they are reimbursed for these teachers 
through the Department _of Vocational Education.. The proposed plan 
provided that school _districts. b~. allowed 75 percent of the actual 
cost of providing pupil transportation based on the average for 
the past six years. Many students of educational finance feel that 
probably all expend;l.tures for transportation should be allowed. on 
a mini-mum program. However,· some sharing of the cost by the local 
unit should provide the restraints needed to prevent µnwarranted 
expenditures~- The.· final factor in the foundation program cost, 
that of the allowance for minimum costs for administration, is 
calculated at $75/pupil of. each of the f:i.rst 250 pupils. 
State participation _in the foundation program is determined 
by subtracting. from the foundation program cost, as described 
above, certain revenues which will be· called chargeable income. 
The total of' the chargeable income is referred to ~s the Foundation 
Program -Income. The.se i terns include .15 mills of the net equalized 
valuation. of the . district, 75 percent of the districts' share of 
the bounty four-mill levy and, the· dedicated r~venues. The 
dedicated revenues are the districts·, school land allocations, 
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auto license income, gross production income, and REA income. All 
the miscellaneous revenues previously charged are not considered 
chargeable in the new program. There is one major departure from 
the present minimum program income plan. The amount of money 
chargeable on the 15 mill provision is based on an equalized 
district net valuation. The equalized valuation is determined by 
adjusting the districts· real property value ( as determined by 
county assessor) to the value that would result if the real property 
were assessed at the state average sales to assessment rate. This 
provision is included because much of the inequity that exists in 
the present program results from the wide range in assessment 
practices. A district in a county that under assessess receives 
more state aid proportionately than does a district in a county 
that assesses above the average. 
The Equalized Percentage Matching Program. The major depar-
ture from the present finance program is in the equalized percent-
age matching provision. At present, the State Legislature has 
committed itself to an incentive aid of $92 per pupil by the fis-
cal year 1970-71 for every district that levies the five-mill 
emergency levy. In this way the wealthier districts can levy 
five mills, receive the same incentive per pupil as does the less 
able district. The less able districts generally must levy all 
allitional mills allowable to offer a program which is below the 
level of program that the wealthy district can provide with the 
five mills. The proposed plan would distribute the available state 
contribution on ru;i. equalized basis on all mills levied by the local 
district. The equalization would be based on a percentage grant 
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that would be inversely proportional to the districts' net equalized 
value pr'r child. 
The formula for determining the equalized percentage matching 
grants is similar to that used in Rhode Island, New York, and 
several other states. It is somewhat difficult to explain to 
persons not familiar with school financing. In principle, it 
accomplishes the task of equalization of effort. For each district, 
the net equalized value per ADA is determined by dividing the net 
district equalized value (as explained in the foundation aspect 
of the plan) by the district average daily attendance. A state 
net valuation is determined by dividing the total state net valua-
tion by the state average daily attendance. This produces a 
district welth ratio (high for wealthier districts and· low for 
poor districts). This district wealth ratio is converted to a 
district local ~upport level by multiplying it by the percent of 
local support the state would determine. The plan is presently 
being tested with a 65% local and 35% state contribution. Should 
the legislative increase the amount of state aid, this percentage 
ratio could be changed to a proportion like 60% local to 40% state . 
.. · 
The formula then would prorate the additional money on an equal-
ized basis. To determine what a district's state support level wo 
would be, its local support level would be subtracted f'rom one. 
The formula becomes operational by converting the support levels 
to dollars per pupil in average daily attendance per mill. This is 
best explained by showing the actual calculation for the state. 
In 1968-69 the state net valuation per pupil in average daily at-
tendance was $6098. One mill levied on this valuation would produce 
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$6.098 per ADA. Since the matching ration of 65% - 35% is being 
used in the testing, the district would have available $9. 381 for 
each mill for each ADA. This amount is referred to in the formula 
as the equalized percentage matching support level. To determine 
how much of this the state would contribute, the $9,381 is multi-
plied by the district's state support ratio. This product, the 
dollar amount per mill per pupil that the st ate .would pay the 
district, is referred to as the ~qualized percentage matching grant. 
This amount multiplied by 20, the number of mills a district may 
levy above the 15 mills charge ab le in the foundations program, 
equals the amount the district would receive per ADA. Then fur-
ther multiplication by the district's ADA would equal the district's 
total equalized percentage matching grant. The foundation aid 
added to the equalized percentage matching grant would be the total 
state aid pid to a district. 
The formula as described would b.ring about fuli equalization 
on the millage beyond the foundation program. Because of the wide 
range of ability and the limited finances available at. 'state level, 
the proposed plan as now being tested provides that no district 
state support level would be calculated at less than .JO and none 
could be higher than . 55 with· the hope that enough money may be 
available to help the poor districts, now or later, by raising the 
,55 allowed as maximum. 
The program is being tested by comparing aids districts would 
receive under the proposed plan to what they would receive if the 
present plan were projected to 1970-71 commitments. To accomplish 
this projection, $40 per ADA is added to the di.strict·Js foundation 
and incentive aid. This is done to account for the additional 
incentive money tpe lE:g!slature has promised to the schools. 
As stated earlier in this report, no new finan:ce program sl].o_uld 
reduce programs already operating at . a high level. To assure that 
districts will not have their revenue level reduced, the save~ 
harmless factor is made operational through what will be called 
the A-factor. The A-factor is calculated by determining the state 
aid per ADA for each program. This is a simple computation. The 
calculated state aid is divided by the district's ADf. The state 
\ 
aid per· ADA· for the new program is subtracted from the state aid 
per ADA for the present program. Obviously, if this results in a 
negative number., the district would receive more through the new 
program than through the· pt'esent program and the factor would be 
ignored. A positive number would represent the aid paid above 
the calculated aid to be provided by the new plan. 
With the growth of the. state e·conomy, in several years there 
should be few scho_ols receiving. the A-factor adjustment. 
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Title 74, Oklahoma Statutes 1971 
Sec. 451. Creation; members; chairman and vice chairman; 
vacancies 
Sec. 452. Duties of Legislative Council; di visions 
Sec. 453. Duties with respect to state and local governments 
and enforcement of law 
Sec. 454. Oaths, subpoenas; witnesses; production of papers, 
books, etc. ; ·depositions; contempt proceedings on 
noncompliance; fees· and mileage of. witnesses 
Sec. 455. Duties of state and local officers, boards, etc. 
Sec. 456. Executive committee; standing and special com-
mittees; expenses; per diem 
Sec. 457. Messages by Governor to Council 
Sec. 458. Secretary of Council; res~arch work; services of 
state 1:ibracy and departments in legis1ati ve 
research; employment of assistants and research 
agencies 
Sec~ 459. Minutes of meetings; reports to legislature; 
attendance by le~islators 
Sec. 460. Recommendations of Council 
Sec ... 461. No compensation; expens~s; powers of chairman and 
vice .chairman .. 
Sec. 462. Meeting place; office space· 
Pre filing of Bills and Joint Resolutions: 75 O.S. 1971, Sec. 
' '"· "·'· 
26 .11-26 .14 
Fiscal Notes: 75 O.S. 1971, Sec. 26.31-26.35 
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Timetable Sche·du:le .. for 1·egis'lative· Procedures: 7 4 O .s. 1971, Sec. 
26·.21 
· Data Processing Speoialist: 74 O.S. 1971, Sec. 118.14; 74 O.S. 
Supp. 1972, Sec. 118.9a; 62 O.S. Supp. 1972, Sec. 41.41 
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The following Standing Committees shall be elected by 
a majority of the Senate and no additions shall be made to 
any Committee except when a two-thirds (2/3) maj_ority of the 
Senate agrees thereto: 
1. Agriculture 
2. Appropriations and Budget 
3. Banks and Banking 
4. Commerce 
·5. Constitutional Revision and Regulatory Services 
6. County, State and Federal. Government 
7. Education - Common 
8. Education - Higher 
9. Ele·ctions and Privileges 
10. Empioym~nt and Printing· 
11. Engrossed and Enrolled Bills 
12. · Environmental Quality 
13. Governmental Reforms 
14. Industrial and Lc3.bor Relations 
15. Insurance 
16. Judiciary 
17. Municipal Government 
18. Oil and Gas 
19. Parks., Fores.try and Industrial Development 
20. Professions and Occupations 
21. Public Safety and Penal Affairs 
. 22. Public and Mental Heal th 
23. Revenue and Taxation 
2 4. Roads and Highways 
25. Senate Administration 
26. Social Welfare 
27. Soil and Water Resources 
28. Wildlife 
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( a) The Committee on Rules, in all future organizations 
of the Senate in subsequent sessions, shall have a total mem-
bership of twenty and the three members of the Senate with the 
most seniority shall be members of this Committee and the 
seventeen remaining members shall be elected as herein provided. 
(b) No member of the Senate shall serve on more than four 
standing Committees, however, membership on the c.ommittees of 
Employment and Printing, Engrossed and Enrolled Bills and 
Senate Administration shall not count in this limitation. 
(c) The Committee on Rules, by a majority vote, may 
recommend the use of special forms and equipment to expedite 
the work of the Senate. 
( d) Names of· House authors shall not be added to nor 
stricken ·from any measure · lodged in the Senate except when 
accompanied by a request in writing signed by the House member 
or members whose names would be· added or stricken from such 
measure. 
(e) Any measure which shall have been considered and 
action taken thereon by a Committee during the first regular 
session, resulting in action thereon to postpone consideration 
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indefinitely, shall not be considered as pending and shall not 
be considered fur·ther by said Committee during the 2nd regular 
session. . All measures pending be fore Committees dur•ing the 
. . . 
2nd regular session and not disposed of by the Committees 
will be stricken upon adjournment Sine Die. 
(f) Any business, bill or joint resolution pending in 
the Legislature at the final adjournment of the 1st Regular 
Session, of a Legislature shall carry over with the same status 
to the 2nd Regular Session, provided, however, that this Rule 
. shall not apply to bills and resolutions pending in a Confer-
ence Comm;Lttee at the time of said adjournment. 
(g) Any measure which has been on General Order on the· 
Senate Calendar during the 1st Regular Session and no dispo-
sition· made as set out in Rule (e) may be referred within 
five ( 5) legislative d.ays to GeneFal Order by the President 
Pro Tempore at the convening of the 2nd· Regular Session or 
at any time upon approval of a majority of the Committee to 
which it was referred. 
(h) The Legislative Council may· authorize or. conduct 
interim study on any measure· not previously disposed of as 
set out .in Rule· (e), if properly authorized .. 
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Section 1: Appointment of 
(a) The following standing committees shall report upon the 
subjects named and such other matters as may be referred to them: 
1. · Agriculture 
2. Appropriations and Budget 
3. Banks and Banking 
4. Business and Industry 
5. Constitutional Revision 
6. County, State, and Federal Government 
7. Criminal Jurisprudence 
8. Education, Common 
9. Education, Higher 
10. Elections and Privileges 
11. Engrossed and Enrolled Bills 
12. Environmental Quality 
13. Governmental Reforms 
14. Hous~ Administration 
15. Industrial and Lab or Relations 
16. Industrial Development 
17. Insurance 
18. Judiciary 
19. Mental Health and Retardation 
20. Municipal Government 
21. Oil and Gas 
22. Professions and Occupations 
2 3 . Pub 1 i c He al th 
24. Public Safety and Penal Affairs 
25. Public Service Corporations 
?6. Recreat:t.on and Tourtsm 
27. Revenue and Taxation 
28. Roads and Highways 
29. Social Welfare 
30. Soil and Water Resources 
31. Veterans and Military Affairs 
32. Ways and Means 
33. Wildlife 
34. · Rules 
(b) (Speaker to assign committee rooms) 
Section 2: Membership 
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(a) Each member shall be eligible for appointment on four 
( 4) conunittees. Total m~mbership on· each committee shall be 
. . . 
ltmited to thirty (30). 
(h) (Speaker to be ex officio member of all standing com~ 
mittees) 
(c) .(Speake;r> Pro Tempore to be ex officio member bf' all 
standing coinmitt"ees) 
Section 3: Procedure: 
(a) Do P.ass 
When any standing or special committee or a majority of the 
members thereof return a bill with the recommendation that it "Do 
Pass", the same shall be· printed and placed on the Calendar under 
the heading, ''Bills on. General Order." 
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(b) Do Not Pass 
When any standing or special committee returns a bill with 
the recommendation that it "Do not Pass", if accepted, this shall 
constitute final action unless_ majority and minority .committee 
reports be filed. 
( c) · Majority and Minority Rep or.ts 
When there is a moj ori ty and minority committee report the 
bill shall be read at length and five (5) minutes shall be allowed 
each side to debate the question on the reception of the majority 
· or minority report. If the majority report is such as to reject 
the bill arid minority report is such _as to accept the bill, the 
· question shall be put in the following form: "Shall the Minority 
Report be substituted for the Majority Report?" and the Chair·, 
upon the request of any member, shall explain the effect of the 
adoption of the motion. If such motion ·prevail, the bill shall be 
. .. 
printed and placed on the Calendar under the heading, ''Bills on 
General Order," and· shall have the same status as if reported fa-
vorab ly . by the committee . 
If the majority report is such as to entitle the bill to 
further consideration, then the Chair shall put the question in the 
following form: If Shall the Majority Report prevail?" and .further 
procedure shall be had as hereinabove set forth. 
( d) ( Resolutions referred to committee) 
(e) (Final date for submitting Standing Committee Reports) 
(f) No_committee shall sit during the session of the House 
or Committee of the Whole without special leave. 
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Se ct ion 4: Investigation 
( a) No committee of the House of Representatives shall conduct 
any investigation into any department, institution, or business, 
or concerning any indi victual, or have authority to subpoena wit-
nesses or administer oaths to such witnesses, or incur any expense 
in any investigation unless first authorized by a resolution or 
a bill of the House in open session authorizing the same; provided, 
this shall not prohibit the customary hearings on any bill or 
resolution referred to such committee by the Speaker in the ordin-
ary course of business. 
(b) (Investigation). 
( c) (Conference Committee Reports) 
Section 5: . Amendments 
Amendments to any bill approved by a standing committee 
shall be incorporated into the printed bill, the same as if 
included in the original bill, but amendments shall be kept in 
record form by the engrossing department. 
Section 6: Debate 
(Author or Committee Chairman to close debate) 
Section 7: Press 
No reporter shall appear before any committee in advocacy of 
or in opposition to any subject under discussion before such com-
mittee. A violation of this rule will be sufficient cause for the 
removal of such reporter by the Speaker. 
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Section 8: Withdrawal of Bill from Committee 
When under proper order of business a motion is made to 
withdraw a bill from committee for consideration or to refer to 
another committee, the same shall be iri order .and debatable and 
five (5) minutes each allowed the proponents and opponents of the 
motion; such motion shall require a two-thirds vots of those elected 
to and constituting the House. The chairman of any 'standing or 
special committee may at any time move the reassigning -of any bill 
assigned to his committee when he shall have ascertained that the 
assignment of such bill to his committee is inappropriate; such 
motion shall require a majority of those .present and voting. 
Section 9: · Public Hearing Notice 
Upon written request by an House member for- Public Hearing, 
notice of date and time of such hearings shall be publicly announced 
by the com.mi ttee chairman; and such tiine and date shall not be less 
than three (3) legislative o.ays froni date such request was received 
by such committee. 
Section 10: Pending. Legislation at· AdJ ourn'ment • o'f First Regular 
Session 
Any bill. or joint resolution pending in the House at the final 
adjournment of the first re.gular session of a legislative term shall 
carry over to the second regular session with the same status as 
if there had been no adjournment; provided, however, this Rule 
shall not apply to bills and resolutions pending in a Conference 
Conuni ttee · at the time of said adjournment. 
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SENATE 
NAME ADDRESS COUNTY DIST. POL. 
Baggett, Bryce Oklahoma City Oklahoma 41 D 
Breckinridge , 
Peyton A. · Tulsa Tulsa 38 R 
Crow, Herschal Altus Cott on, Jackson, 
Ti·llinan 25 D 
Hamilton, James E.' Heavener LeFlore, 
Vice-Chairman Sequoyah 4 D 
Howard, Gene c '• Tulsa Tulsa 36 D 
Keels, J. Lee Oklahoma City Oklahoma. 44 D 
Luton, John D. Muskogee Muskogee 9 D 
McGraw, Joseph R. ,Jr. Tulsa Tulsa 39 R 
Martin, Ernest D. Ardmore Carter, Love 14 D 
Massey, John· .Durant. Atoka, Bryan, 
Johnston, 
Marshall 6 D 
Miller, George· A.' Ada Coal, Murray, 
Chairman Pontotoc 13 D 
Murphy, Robert M. Stillwater Payne 21 D 
Porter, E. Melvin. Oklah:oma City· .Oklahoma 48 D 
Short, Jaqk M. Oklal1.oma City Okl'ahoma 46 R 
Smalley,, Phil Normah· Cleveland. 16 D 
Stansberry, 
Richard D. Oklahoma 'Cit y Oklahoma 40 · R 
Terrill, Al Lawt_c;m Coman.che 32 D 
.. 
·'. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
NAME 
Abbott, Lonnie L. 
Allard, Lou S., 
Chairman· 
Anderson, Robert E. 
Bean, Lewis 
Bengtson, L.H., Jr. 
Boren, David L. 
Briscoe,· Bill 
Browers:, Clyde E. 
Clemons, A .J. 
Coffin, . Donald 
Conaghan, Brian F. 
Cox, Barbour 
Doornbos, c. w~ 
Ferguson; Leslie Guy 
Harrison, Jack.M. 
Hesser, Jake· .E. 
Hill, Ben H. 
Jones, Wil1iam G. 
ADDRESS 
Ada 
Drumright 
Enid 
Pawhuska 
Oklahoma City 
Seminole 
Claremore 
Sand Springs 
Midwest City 
Guthrie 
Tonkawa 
Chandler 
Bartlesville 
Tulsa· 
May 
Stillwater . 
Tulsa 
W:tlburton 
Lindstrom, ·Jack L .I. . Lawton 
McKee , Marvin ,E. Guymon 
Murphy, Mike 
Odom, Martin 
Payne, Gary E. 
. Spearman, C.H., Jr. 
Tabor, Pauline, 
Vice Chairman 
Vann, Charles W. 
York, Marvin B. 
Idabel. 
Hitchita 
Atoka. 
Edmond 
Durant 
Pauls Valley · · 
Oklahoma City 
· COUNTY · DlST. POL. 
Pont ot o c · 2 5 
Creek; 
Okfuskee 29 
Garfield 41 
Osage 36 
Oklahoma 89 
Seminole 28 
Nowata, 
Rogers 9 
Tulsa 66 
Oklahoma 95 
Nob le, Logan 31 
Kay 38 
Lincoln, 
Logan 32 
Washington 11 
Tulsa 79 
· Dewey, Ellis, 
H~rper, Roger 
Mills 59 
Payne 34 
Tulsa 73 
Haskell, 
, Latimer,· . 
. Pittsburg 17 
Comanche 64 
Cimarron, 
Te:xas, Beaver 61 
McCurtain 1 
. Mcintosh, 
Okmulgee 15 
· Atoka, 
Marshall, 
Love; 
Bryan 20 
Oklahoma 81 
Bryan 21 
Garvin 23 
Oklahoma . 9 2 
D 
D 
R 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
R 
D 
R 
R 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE 
2nd Session of the 31st Oklahoma Legislature(l968) 
R E F E R HAL s1 
Number Senate House 
of Products Products 
COMMITTEE Members SB SJR Total HB HJR Total 
Judiciary 13 60 2 62 67 5 72 
Appropriations and 
Budget 16 57 1 58 56 56 
Governmental Affairs . 13 43 12 55· 22 5 27 
Education 18 28 2 30 19 19 
Business, Industry and 
Labor Relations 13 34 34 15 15 
Revenue and Taxation 7 20 20 17 17 
Health, Welfare and 
Veterans' Affairs 13 . 22 22 12 2 14 
Committee on Committees 
and Rules 16 17 9 26 6 1 7 
Agriculture 6 20 20 9 1 10 
Conservation and 
Economic Development 9 18 18 .10 10 
Roads, Highways, and 
Public· Safety 20 15 15 10 10 
TOTAL REFERRALS 334 26 360 243 14 257 
lincludes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee. 
Total 
134 
114 
82 
49 
49 
37 
36 
33 
30 
28 
25 
617 
186 
MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE 
Judiciary 
Appropriations and 
Budget 
Governmental Affairs 
Education 
Roads and Highways 
Revenue and Taxation 
Number 
of 
Members 
9 
18 
9 
17 
14 
7 
Constitutional Revi~ions 
and Regulatory Services 7 
Business Relations 9 
Agriculture 
Municipal Government 
Finance and Commerce 
Public Affairs 
Public Health 
Conservation and 
Economic Development 
Rules 
TOTAL REFERRALS 
8 
8 
9 
7 
10 
9 
15 
R E F E R 
Senate 
Products 
SB SJR Total 
91 2 
60 
46 2 
25 2 
22 1 
29 l 
10 16 
20 
20 1 
20 
14 
9 
13 
13 
4 
93 
60 
48 
27 
23 
30 
26 
20 
21 
20 
14 
9 
13 
.13 
4 
RA L sl 
House 
Products 
HB HJR Total 
69 1 
53. 1 
33 
20 2 
19 2 
13 
7 8 
14 
11 
4 
6 
11 
6 
4· 
9 1 
70 
54 
33 
22 
21 
13 
15 
14 
11 
4 
6 
11 
·6 
4 
10 
396 25 421 279 15 294 
1Includes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes·re-reference to same committee. 
Total 
163 
114 
81 
49 
44 
43 
41 
34 
32 
24 
20 
20 
19 
17 
14 
715 
187 
MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATEl 
2nd Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legislature(l970) 
REFERRAL s2 
Number Senate House 
of Products Products 
COMMITTEE Members SB SJR Total HB HJR Total Total 
Judiciary 11 62 5 67 46 4 50 117 
Appropriations and 
Budget 18 61 61 49 49 110 
Business.Relations 9 29 29 12 12 41 
Education 17 23 . 23 11 l 12 35 
Governmental Affairs 9 21 l 22 · 8 8 30 
Constitutional Revisions 
and Regulatory Services 7 8 14 22 4 3 7 29 
Roads and Highways 13 16 l 17 12 12 29 
Revenue and Taxation 7 16 2 18 7 7 25 
Public Health . 10 11 3 14 4 l 5 19 
Agriculture 8 9 9 7 7 16 
Finance and Cormnerce 9 9 9 6 6 15 
Municipal Government 8 6 6 4 4 10 
Rules 15 6 6 3 3 9 
Conservation and 
Economic Development 
-9 5 5 2 2 7 
Public Affairs 7 2 l 3 3 3 6 
TOTAL REFERRALS 284 27 311 178 9 187 498 
I Includes only measures introduced in 1970. 
2Includes joint reference to two or more .committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee. 
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
· TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF' 'l'HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
2nd Session of the 31st Oklahoma Legislature(l9G8) 
R E F E R RA L S l 
Number House Senate 
of Products Products 
COMMITTEE Members HB HJR Total SB SJR Total 
Appropriations and 
Budget 30 66 2 68 62 1 63 
Judiciary 19 47 1 48 40 1 41 
Revenue-and Taxation 19 50 3 53 11 11 
Jurispru~ence 7 37 2 39 12 1 13 
Education, Common 19 30 30 9 1 10 
Social Welfare and_. 
"Public Health. 16 18 1 19 11 11 
Legal and Fiscal 
Advisory 8 17 1 18 6 6 
Governmental Reform 9 10 10 13 13 
Banks and Banking 20 13 13 4 1 5 
Insurance 28 9 9 9 9 
County, _State and 
Federal Government 15 9 1 10 8 8 
Constitutional 
Amendments 9 14 14 3 3 
Agriculture 11 7 7 9 .9 
Public Safety and 
Penal AffairS" J.,2 7 1 8 6 6 
Wildlife 19 8 1 9 5 5 
1rncludes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee. 
Total 
131 
89 
64 
52 
40 
30 
24 
23 
18 
18 
18 
17 
16 
14 
14 
COMMITTEE 
Roads and Highways 
Water Resources 
Ways and Means 
Number 
of 
Members 
18 
13 
14 
Elections and Privileges 9 
. . . 
Industrial Development 
and Parks 21 
Rules and Procedures 21 
Education, Higher 
Oil and Gas 
Professional and 
Occupational 
Regulations 
Urban Affairs 
Business and Industry 
Municipal Government 
Labor Relations 
Veterans and Military 
Affairs 
Mental Health and 
Retardation 
Congressional and 
Legislative Redistrict-
ing 
Research and 
Investigation 
TOTAL REFERRALS 
25 
22 
8 
13 
10 
11 
11 
5 
12 
19 
9 
REFERRAL sl 
House 
Products 
HB HJR Total 
10 
9 
6 1 
5 
2 
4 
2 1 
4 
6 
3 
2 
1 
4 
1 
1 
10 
9 
7 
5 
2 
4 
3 
4 
6 
3 
2 
1 
4 
·l 
1 
Senate 
Products 
SB SJR Total 
3 
2 
3 1 
6 
6 1 
2 2 
3 
2 
2 1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
6 
7 
4 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
388 29 417 241 13 254 
lincludes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee. 
· Total 
13 
11 
11 
11 
9 
8 
6 
6 
6 
6 
4 
4 
4 
3 
1 
0 
0 
671 
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
1st Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legislature {1969) 
COMMITTEE 
Judiciary 
Appropriations and 
Budget 
Business Relations 
Governinental Affairs 
Education 
Number 
of 
Members 
19 
24 
21 
14 
27 
Constitutional 'Revisions 
and Regulatory Services 16 
Revenue and Taxation 
Roads and Highways 
Agriculture 
Public Health 
Conservation and 
Economic Development 
Finance and Commerce 
Municipal Government 
Public Affairs 
Rules 
TOTAL REFERRALS 
27 
17 
20 
15 
24 
20 
12 
10 
27 
REFERRAL sl 
House 
Products 
HB HJR Total 
120 1 
85 1 
54 
43 4 
37 4 
20 22 
121 
86 
54 
47 
41 
42 
Senate 
Products 
SB SJR Total 
55 . 1 
66 2 
15 
13 2 
5 .3 
56 
68 
10 
15 
15 
. 33 1 
24 1 
34 15 
8 
15 
10 
10 20 1 
17 1 
12 
16 
13 
5 
1 
499 37 
25 
21 
18 
12 
16 
13 
5 
1 
10 
9 1 
8 1 
12 
8 
9 
3 
1 
536 ·239 10 
9 
· 12 
8 
9 
3 
·l 
249 
1rncludes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee." 
Total 
177 
154 
64 
62 
56 
50 
49 
35 
31 
27 
24 
. 24 
22 
8 
2 
785 
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVESl 
2nd Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1970) 
R E F E R R A L s2 
. Number House Senate 
of Products Products 
COMMITTEE Members HB.HJR Total SB SJR Total Total 
Appropriations and 
Budget 26 79 4 83 66 66 149 
Judiciary 16 66 4 70 44 3 47 117 
Education 27 26 26 10 2 12 38 
Business Relations 20 29 29 9 9 38 
Revenue and Taxation 27 23 23 8 3 11 34 
Governmental Affairs 14 21 1 22 10 1 11 33 
Roads and Highways 18 19 19 11 1 12 31 
Finance and Commerce 20 18 18 13 13 31 
Constitutional Revisions 
and Regulatory Services 14 6 8 14 9 6 15 29 
Agriculture 20 12 1 13 8 8 21 
Public Health 15 9 1 10 7 1 8 18 
Conservation and 
Economic Development 24 7 1 8 1 1 9 
Municipal Government 12 5 5 3 3 8 
Public Affairs 11 5 5 1 1 2 7 
Rules 28 
TOTAL REFERRALS 325 20 345 200 18 218 563 
1Includes only measures introduced in 1970. 
2Includes joint reference to two or more committees; 
excludes re-reference to same committee. 
APPENDIX K 
HOUSE OF.REPRESENTATIVES ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS .REFERRED TO STANDING 
COMMIT.TEES ( 196 8-19 70) 
193 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ACTION 'PAKEN ON BILLS AND ,TOINT RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
194 
2nd Session of 31st Oklahoma Legislature (1968) 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee 
...;.....;..~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~ ~ ~- -- -~ 
Appropriations 
and Budget 
Education, 
Common 
Governmental 
Reform 
Judiciary 
Jurisprudence 
131 Do Pass 
Do Pass as 
Amended 
Died in 
Committee 
40 Do Pass 
Do Pass as 
Amended 
Died in 
Committee 
23 Do Pass 
Do Pass as 
Amended 
Died in 
Committee 
89 · Do Pass 
Do Pass as 
Amended 
Died in 
Committee 
52 Do Pass 
Do Pass as 
Amended 
Do Not Pass 
Died in 
Committee 
28 2 19 
27 38· 1 
11 5 
10 
8 
12 
4 
5 
1 
3 1 
4 
2 
9 
3 
1 
14 19 1 
30 · 1 18 
3 3 
16 · 2 6 1 
17 6 
1 
3 
49 
66 
16 
14 
12 
14 
13 
8 
2 
34 
49 
6 
25 
23 
1 
3 
37. ·40 
50.38 
12. 21 
35.00 
30.00 
35.00 
56.52 
34.78 
8.70 
38.20 
55.06 
6.74 
48.08 
44.23 
1.92 
5.77 
Thi.s table includes bills referred to second committee and shows 
final action on bills recommitted to the same committee. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
1st Session of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1969) 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee 
------
Appropriations 
and Budget 154 Do Pass 33 1 20 1 55 35.71 
Do Pass as 
Amended 37 33 70 45. 45 
Alive in 
Committee 14 13 1 28 18.18 
Do Not Pass 1 1 .65 
Business 
Relations 64 Do Pass 10 2 12 18. 75 
Do Pass as 
Amended 7 2 9 14.06 
Alive in 
Committee 36 6 42 65.63 
Do Not Pass 1 1 1.56 
Constitutional 
Revisions and 
Regulatory 
Services 50 Do Pass 4 3 3 2 12 2 4. 00 
Do Pass as 
Amended 5 6 1 1 13 26.00 
Alive in 
Committee 11 13 1 25 50.00 
Education 56 Do Pass 13 2 8 1 24 42. 86 
Do Pass as 
Amended 11 l 3 15 26.79 
Alive in 
· Committee 13 l 2 l 17 30.36 
196 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED 'rO STANDING COMMITTEESl 
2nd Sessio.n of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1970) 
Percent 
Of Total 
· Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee 
-----
Appropriations 
and Budget 149 . Do Pass· 19 17 36 24 .16 
Do Pass as 
Amended 43 2 41 86 57.72 
Died in 
Committee 17 2 8 27 18.12 
Business 
Relations 38 .Do Pass 7 7 18.42 
Do Pass as 
Amended 10 1 11 28. 95 
Died in 
· Committee 12 8 20 52 .6 3 
Education 38 Do Pass 4 4 2 10 26.32 
Do Pass as 
Amended 9 2 11 28. 94 
Died in 
Committee 13 4 17 44. 74 
Judiciary 117 Do Pass 8 4 20 2 34 29.06 
Do Pass as 
Amended 46 19 l . 66 56.41 
Do Not Pass l l 2 1. 71 
Died in 
Committee 11 4 15 12. 82 
1 Includes only measures introduced in 1970. 
This tab le includes all action on bills and joint resolutions 
referred to two or· more committees and final action on bills 
recommitted to same committee. · 
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Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re-' Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee 
- -- --·--
Governmental 
Affairs 62 Do Pass 17 1 8 26 41.93 
Do Pass as 
Amended 8 8 12.90 
Alive in 
. Comrni ttee 18 3 7 28 45 .19 
Judiciary 177 Do Pass 21 20 1 42 23.73 
Do Pass as 
Amended 55 1 23 79 44.63 
Alive in 
Committee 41 10 51 2 8. 81 
Do Not Pass 3 2 5 2.83 
Revenue and 
Taxation 49 Do Pass 4 9 13 26,53 
· Do Pass as 
Amended 5 2 7 14.29 
Alive in 
Committee 23 1 . 4 28 5 7 .14 
Do Not Pass 1 1 2.04 
The table includes bills referred to second committees and shows 
final action on bills recommitted to same committee. 
APPENDIX L 
SENATE ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED TO STANDING 
COMMITTEES (1968-1970) 
198 
199 
SENATE 
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
·REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
2nd Session of 31st Oklahoma Legislature ( 196 8) 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills ahd Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
-----
A:ppropriations 
114 28 14 43 and Budget Do Pass 1 37.72 
Do Pass as 
Amended 28 37 65 57.02 
Withdrawn 2 2 1.75 
Died in 
Committee 1 3 4 3. 51 
Business,· Industry, 
Labor Relations 49 Do Pass 12 il 23 46 .9 4 
Do Pass as. 
· Amended 9 3 12 2 4. 49 
Withdrawn 1· 1 2.04 
Died in 
Committee 12 1 13 26.53 
Education 49 Do Pass 5 1 9 15 30.61 
Do Pass as 
Amended 11 1 6 18 36.73 
Without 
Recommendation 1 1 2.04 
Withdrawn 1 2 3 6 .12 
Died in 
Committee 10 2 12 2 4. 49 
Governmental 
Affairs 82 Do Pass 13 2 11 3 29 35. 37 
Do Pass. as 
Amended 23 7 9 2 41 50.00 
Withdrawn 2 2 2.44 
Died in 
Committee 5 3 2 10 12. 20 
200 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
----
Judiciary 134 Do ·Pass 20 1 21 42 31.34 
Do Pass as 
Amended 26 1 34 3 64 47. 76 
Withdrawn 1 1 .75 
Without 
Recommendation 1 1 .75 
Died in 
Committee 13 11 2 26 19. 40 
This table includes bills referred to second committee and shows 
final action on bills re-referred to the same committee. 
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SENATE 
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
1st Session of 32nd O_klahoma Legislature ( 1969) 
. Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
-----
Appropriations 
114 14 36 31.58 and Budget Do Pas·s 21 1 
Do Pass as 
Amended 43 30 73 64. o 4 
Aiive in 
Committee 3 2 5 4.39 
· Constitutional 
Revisions and 
Regulatory 
Services 41 Do Pass 1 1 3 5 12.20 
Do Pass as 
Amended 4 3 1 8 19.51 
Alive in 
Committee 3 12 3 6 24 5 8. 54 
Withdrawn 2 1 3 7.32 
Without 
Re commendation 1 1 2.44 
Education 49 Do·Pass 3 8 2 13 26.53 
Do Pass as 
Amended 12 2 2 16 32.65 
Alive in 
Committee 10 9 19 38. 78 
Without 
Re commendation 
as Amended 1 1 2.04 
Governmental 
Affairs 81 Do Pass 11 1 21 33 40. 7 4 
Do Pass as 
Amended 10 1 8 19 23. 46 
Alive in 
Committee 25 4 29 35. 80 
202 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
Judiciary 163 Do Pass· 30 · 1 36 67 41.10 
Do Pass as 
Amended 29 23 52 31.90 
Alive in 
Committee 31 1 10 1 43 26.38 
Withdrawn 1 1 .61 
The table includes bills referred to second committees and shows 
final action on bills recommitted to same committee. 
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SENATE 
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED.TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
2nd Session of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature ( 19 70) 
.. 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
-----
Appropriations 
and Budget 110 Do Pass 19 20 39 35. 45 
Do Pass as 
Amended 39 29 68 61.82 
Withdrawn 1 1 . 91 
Died in 
Committee 2 2 1. 82 
Business 
Relations 41 Do Pass 9 7 16 39.02 
Do Pass as 
Amende.d 9 4 13 31. 71 
Wi.thdrawn 1 1 2.44 
Died in 
Cormnittee 10 1 ·11 26. 83 
Cons ti tut ion al 
Revisions and 
Regulatory 
2 4 .14 Services 29 Do Pass 1 2 2 2 7 
Do Pass as 
Amended 6 10 1 17 58. 62 
Died in 
Committee 1 2 1 1 5 17.24 
Education 35 Do Pass 5 2 7 20.00 
Do Pass as 
Amended 10 7 1 18 51.43 
Without 
Re commendation 1 1 2. 86 
Without 
Recommendation 
as Amended 1 1. 2. 86. 
Died in 
Committee 7 1 8 22. 85 
204 
Percent 
Of Total 
Total Number of Bills and Referred 
Re- Joint Resolutions to 
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee 
-------
Judiciary . 117 Do Pass 20 2 21 43 36.76 
Do Pass as 
Amended 25 3 21 49 41.88 
Without 
Recommendation 1 3 4 3. 42 
Without 
Recommendation 
· as Amended 1 1 . 85 
Withdrawn 1 1 . 85 
Died in 
Committee 16 2 1 19 16 .24 
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